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ABSTRACT 
The assessment of citizen attitudes has, in recent decades, become standard practice within the 
criminal justice system.  However, in assessing the criminal justice system, most research has 
gathered data on the attitudes and perceptions of specific populations within society (i.e. older 
citizens) and has not really focused on younger age groups, or more specifically, students 
enrolled in colleges and universities.  The present study examined attitudes of college students in 
the areas of confidence and utilization of campus police.  Utilizing a non-random convenience 
sample of undergraduate and graduate students (N=393) at a large four-year research institution, 
participants completed a 21- item survey to measure their confidence and utilization of campus 
police, resources, and services.  The results suggest that confidence does not affect utilization of 
police and students stated they would utilize police despite their confidence level.  However, 
more significantly, students also indicated that while they would utilize police, they reported 
they had not.  As a result, various recommendations were made to improve communications 
between students and campus police and directions for future research were also noted.     
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CHAPTER I 
 
PROBLEM STATEMENT AND ITS DESIGN COMPONENTS 
Introduction 
 When exploring the primacy of social control and the regulation of human behavior, there 
is no question that the presence of police is a necessary function within society (Gehrand, 
2000a).   Public safety and crime control have been a priority within the American experience 
and commonly, the images associated with police were those of public servant and crime-fighter 
(Klockars & Mastrofski, 1991).  A great deal of criminal law has represented this principle, as 
police were viewed as instruments of societal morality (Harrison, 1999).  This was important for 
two specific reasons: 1) the police were the most utilized social service department or 
community organization in the United States (Hutchison & Hirschel, 1998) and 2) any 
community organization’s effectiveness lie in its ability to provide both a positive public image 
and quality services (Decker, 1981).   
In order for the police to accomplish their mandate of public safety and order 
maintenance (Eck & Rosenbaum, 1994), support of the local community as well as the greater 
society was necessary (Schafer, Huebner, & Bynum, 2003).  This fits into the British concept of 
‘policing by consent’ or that police can only complete their mandates with from cooperation the 
public (Carter, 2002).  In doing so, the community also followed what Tyler (2002) referred to as 
‘subjective legitimacy’, or police authority as perceived by the public.  While citizen attitudes 
towards police can be attributed to a number of different variables such as age, ethnic/racial 
background and gender, there was evidence to state that confidence and utilization were also 
variables that may affect citizen perception.  Confidence was the ability to trust in or rely on the 
police (Cao, Stack, & Sun, 1998) and utilization was based on their credibility and the public’s 
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expectations that the police will come if contacted (Proenca & Muniz, 2006). The variables of 
confidence and utilization lend themselves to the creation of the positive public image police 
must maintain in order to accomplish its mandates (Eck & Rosenbaum, 1994; Ren, Cao, Lovrich, 
& Gaffney, 2004). 
 The images of public servant and crime-fighter that law enforcement has evolved into 
have amplified society’s concerns for accountability and an improvement in police-citizen 
relations (U.S. Department of Justice, 1996a).  The concept of ‘policing by consent’ or gaining 
cooperation from the public has led to an increased need to assess citizen attitudes towards law 
enforcement (Taylor et al., 2001, Tyler, 2002), most notably as a result of the turmoil exhibited 
in the United States during the mid-20th century (Brandl, Frank, Worden, & Bynum, 1994).  For 
example, historical events, such as the civil rights movement and the anti-war movement (i.e. 
protesting the U.S. involvement in Vietnam) further strained an already tenuous or weak 
relationship between police and citizens (Schafer et al., 2003).   
 Since the 1960s, the idea of assessing citizens’ attitudes has become standard practice and 
an area of intense interest among researchers (Leiber et al., 1998; Taylor et al., 2001).  However, 
in assessing the criminal justice system, most researchers have gathered data primarily on certain 
populations, such as older adults within society and not really focused on younger age groups, 
specifically college students.  In addition, research studies have been limited specifically to 
certain ethnic/racial populations such as African American and Caucasian comparisons, 
oftentimes ignoring other ethnic/racial groups (Brandl et al., 1994; Smith, Graham, & Adams, 
1991).    
 The criminal justice system has altered its past assessment practices to begin including 
young people, especially college students and their attitudes towards police.  This shift has 
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occurred for a number of reasons.  Various researchers stated that youth make up a 
disproportionately large segment of the population subject to police contact, which can include 
arrest (Leiber et al., 1998; Snyder & Sickmund, 1996; Taylor et al., 2001).  As police become 
more incorporated within public schools and institutions of higher learning, young people 
present the police with a unique set of challenges (Walker, 1992).   Currently, while communities 
would like more positive contact with police, more interactions could lead to increased arrests by 
officers, leading to an increase in frustrations between police and groups within society, thereby 
creating negative perceptions (Williams & Nofzinger, 2003).  Community-oriented policing (one 
of the most significant movements within the criminal justice system) has also spearheaded the 
necessity of assessing how citizens work and interact with the police.  In doing so, community 
policing can assist in learning what factors shape and influence citizen attitudes towards police 
effectiveness in providing services and their legitimacy of authority. 
Statement of the Problem 
The present study sought to examine important questions in the context of citizens’ 
attitudes towards law enforcement, specifically college students and campus police in the areas 
of confidence and utilization.  The research study will examine the following four questions: 
 
1. Are students’ confident that campus police are carrying out their duties? 
2. Are students likely to utilize campus law enforcement? 
3. Does student confidence in campus law enforcement affect utilization?  
4. What groups are more or less likely to utilize campus police? 
Based on the existing literature, this research study was designed to test the following 
hypotheses: 
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H1: Student confidence in campus law enforcement is positively correlated with their 
utilization of campus law enforcement.   
H2: Women are more likely to utilize campus police than men.  
H3: Students of color are less likely to utilize campus police than other students.  
H4: Students who live on campus are more likely to utilize campus police than those 
living off campus. 
Definition of Terms 
The following terms were applicable to this study and therefore it became necessary to 
define them: 
College student wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn: A college student was defined ( ) as a 
student enrolled in a college or university. 
Campus law enforcement www.police.ucf.edu: As stated by the university website ( ), the campus 
agency was comprised of licensed law enforcement officers that have been professionally-
certified through a state police academy, gone through in-service training to maintain their 
certification and were sworn to operate on university property under the control of the university 
administration.  In addition, the police department currently has mutual aid agreements with 
neighboring jurisdictions in case of emergencies when requested. 
Confidence: Confidence was defined as the representation of support for the police as a 
government institution (Dennis, 1976).  According to Cao, Stack, & Sun (1998), citizen 
confidence was the ability of society to have trust in or rely on the police.  Tyler (2002) referred 
to confidence in the police as a ‘subjective legitimacy’ or police authority as perceived by the 
public. 
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Utilization
 
: Utilization was defined as a citizen’s willingness to call on police and/or to rely on 
them for assistance and support (Sigler & Johnson, 2002).   
Student of color: A college student that identified with one or more of the following 
ethnic/racial backgrounds as defined by the United States Census Bureau: Black or African 
American; American Indian or Alaskan Native; Asian; Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander; and 
Hispanic or Latino.  
Living location
Significance of the Study  
: The primary housing location identified by the participant at the time of 
completion of the survey. 
There were several important reasons that necessitated the need for the assessment of 
citizen attitudes towards police.  These included-but were not limited to-police dependence on 
citizens for assistance, in order to gain a better understanding of citizen needs and issues, and to 
create better social programs and services (Albrecht & Green, 1977; Decker 1981).  In assessing 
the criminal justice system, researchers have gathered data on the attitudes of either older adults 
or younger middle/high school age students and have not really focused on the college student 
population.  Studies have also been limited specifically certain ethnic/racial populations, 
ignoring other groups such as Hispanic or Asian (Brandl et al., 1994; Smith et al., 1991).    
The criminal justice system has altered its assessment practices to include young people, 
especially college students.  This shift has occurred for a number of reasons.  Various researchers 
stated that youth make up large segments of the population subject to police contact, which could 
include arrest (Leiber et al., 1998; Snyder & Sickmund, 1996; Taylor et al., 2001).  As police 
have become incorporated within public schools, universities and colleges, students have 
presented the police with a set of issues (Walker, 1992).   While communities would like more 
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positive contact with the police, increased interactions could lead to frustrations among groups 
with society towards police, especially when the interactions ended with arrest (Williams & 
Nofzinger, 2003). 
The literature concerning juvenile and college student attitudes towards police revealed a 
number of potential problems (Williams & Nofziger, 2003).  Specifically, college students and 
their attitudes towards law enforcement were understudied, as there was little prior research, 
especially in the areas of confidence and utilization of campus police.  Since college students 
will have significant interactions with the criminal justice system (Leiber et al., 1998), there was 
evidence that these roles will be as offenders, victims, witnesses, but most notably as citizens and 
possible future leaders within society (Williams & Nofziger, 2003).   
 Within the context of police-citizen contact (especially when considering young people) 
there was also a socialization aspect in which research suggested peer groups played a more 
influential role in a young person’s attitude towards police than originally thought (Yates & 
Pillai, 1996), especially in the areas of trust and authority (Stoutland, 2001).  When considering 
these factors, it became evident that further research was necessary in order to explore the 
relationship between young people and police.  Doing so may help establish factors that 
influence their attitudes and perceptions towards police, thereby creating programs, resources 
and services that may bridge this gap.  Therefore, the current study measured the attitudes of 
college students towards campus law enforcement at a major research institution, specifically in 
the areas of student confidence and utilization of campus police. 
Student Attitudes towards Police 
The changing mandate of the police from crime control to a more community-oriented 
focus (Bromley, 2003) highlighted the reasons it was necessary for police work in cooperation 
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and participation with citizens (Decker, 1981; Kelling & Moore, 1988).  As the police became 
more proactive (problem solving) and less reactive (crime control), there was a continued focus 
on the balance between the rights of citizens as well as the responsibilities of police (Bromley, 
2003).  Because of this, assessing the attitudes held by students of the police has increasingly 
become more important (Albrecht & Green, 1977).  Although research concerning citizen 
attitudes toward police primarily focused on older adults, an argument was made that studying 
the attitudes of younger citizens, including juveniles and college students was vital given their 
population numbers (Leiber et al., 1998).  Since the advent of community-oriented policing in 
the latter part of the 20th century, the attitudes of young people toward police has become a 
source of research among social scientists (Bazemore & Senjo, 1997; Leiber et al., 1998).    
The views of young people in the United States have also been seen as an indicator in the 
development of attitudes towards the police, which could include external and internal factors 
that could affect decisions on current and future perceptions (Taylor et al., 2001).  Research has 
been completed about the attitudes of young people as they related towards police in the areas of 
age, gender and ethnic/racial background, with several observations being made that necessitated 
further study (Williams & Nofzinger, 2003).  Studies indicated young people were less likely to 
hold favorable attitudes toward police, and such attitudes established early in life by young 
people could have long- lasting effects on their relationships with social agencies (Hurst & Frank, 
2000; Leiber et al., 1998).  Their attitudes towards law enforcement also had a greater degree of 
cynicism than other populations within society as they were more negative towards police than 
other authority figures in their lives, such as parents, teachers, or religious leaders (Levy, 2001; 
Taylor et al., 2001).   
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Based on these premises, further study into college students’ interactions with campus 
law enforcement becomes essential, especially in the areas of confidence and utilization.  As 
previously indicated, the goal of this study was to research college students at a major research 
institution to measure their attitudes in the areas of confidence towards campus police and their 
utilization of resources and services.  Such studies could assist in determining policy initiatives 
to aid in creating support and partnership between college students and police.  This can be done 
by utilizing concepts and structures from the community-oriented policing model, which can be 
defined as the vested cooperation and collaboration between police and community members 
(Kratcoski & Dukes, 1995; Rosen, 1992).  These ideas, developed within the constructs of 
community-oriented policing, was one of the most dramatic changes the police have gone 
through in the last three decades.   
Community-Oriented Policing  
In its role within society’s structure, the police have gone through many transformations.  
In the Community Era (circa, late 1970s through the present-2007), the police were tasked with 
doing more with less as demand for police services increased at a time when funding resources 
decreased (Kratcoski and Dukes, 1995).  The historical roots of policing in both the United 
States and during Sir Robert Peel’s time in England established a need for crime prevention 
through order maintenance (Bowman, Hakim, & Seidenstat, 1992).  Community-oriented 
policing brought with it a re-emphasis of Sir Peel’s philosophy specifically that police and the 
public had similar concerns and goals and that police were a part of the public; not separate from 
it (Braiden, 1986).   
In the early years of American policing and during the political era, crime prevention was 
a responsibility shared between government and citizens (Kelling & Moore, 1988).  The 
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industrial revolution and the immigrant explosion of the early 19th century brought with it a need 
for more reliance on professional police services and less reliance on private citizens (Braiden, 
1986).  As the police evolved through history, greater emphasis was placed on community 
involvement through a centralized organizational design with a division of labor and a unity of 
control (Kelling & Moore, 1988).  The division of labor theorized that if tasks were divided into 
specialties, individuals could become skilled in that area, and unity of control became the focus 
of these divisions (Kelling & Moore, 1988).   
The evolution of community-oriented policing came about for a number of reasons, 
directly and indirectly in relation to the reform era of the 1920s-1970s.  According to Kratcoski 
& Dukes (1995), these included an unexpected finding from the reform era.  It was discovered 
that a centralized approach did not necessarily reduce crime or dissatisfaction of police 
performance by minority groups, the poor and/or young people, who stated the police were 
unresponsive to their needs.  Community-oriented policing attempted to merge the concept of 
citizen rights and responsibilities with law enforcement’s mandate of social control and crime 
prevention as evidenced in Packer’s crime control versus due process model (Chiapetta, 2000; 
Packer, 1968).   
The purpose of community-oriented policing was to promote partnerships between the 
police and the community geared toward enhancing public safety, reducing fear of crime, and 
improving the quality of life (Stevens, 2000; Stewart-Brown, 2001).  While the last decade 
(1990-2000) saw a rise in society’s need to incarcerate, there was also an increased willingness 
for communities to work with law enforcement at the neighborhood level in order to address 
issues affecting community growth and development (Chiappetta, 2000).  Therefore, the essence 
of community-oriented policing was for police to identify crime patterns, use the information to 
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assist the community to identify specific problems or patterns, and prioritize them in order to 
address their needs accordingly (Stewart-Brown, 2001). 
To avoid confusion, it was necessary to note the differences between community-oriented 
policing and police-community relations.  Several definitions have emerged to explain both 
community-oriented policing and police-community relations.  Lee Brown (former New York 
City Police Commissioner) stated in 1992 that he defined community-oriented policing as a 
‘partnership between police and law-abiding citizens to prevent crime, to arrest those who 
choose to violate the law and to solve recurring problems’ (Rosen, 1992).  Others have defined 
community-oriented policing as ‘a more permanent working relationship between police and the 
community’ and a ‘comprehensive plan for improving policing’ (Goldstein, 1990; Moore, 1992).  
However, it must be reiterated that community-oriented policing should not be confused with 
police-community relations.    
According to Trojanowicz (1990), there were several basic differences between 
community oriented policing and police-community relations.  These have been divided into 
goals and functions for each program.  In community-oriented policing, the goal was to work 
with community members to solve problems with improved relations being an indirect benefit 
for police.  In police-community relations, the goal was to change attitudes while projecting a 
positive and efficient image with the primary focus being the improvement of relationships with 
citizens.  The functions for completing each program were also very different.  When dealing 
with community-oriented policing, functions included regular and targeted contact with police, 
police accountability by citizens, officers were seen as accessible, and officers actively 
encouraged the neighborhoods to aid them in identifying and solving problems.  Police-
community relations had a distinctly different set of functions, however.  These included 
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irregular contact with officers and a perceived lack of police accountability.  Citizens were not 
encouraged to identify or solve problems, and success was determined by crime rates and police 
satisfaction.  The goals, functions and end results of police-community relations can be seen in 
how citizens, especially youths and students, reacted to police, which included their attitudes and 
perceptions. 
Summary 
There was little current and significant research on college student attitudes towards 
campus police.  Therefore, this study intended to add to the body of literature in the areas of 
utilization and confidence.  Given recent events of college campus shootings (i.e. Virginia Tech 
and Northern Illinois University), it becomes increasingly important to study student attitudes 
towards campus law enforcement, especially within the areas of confidence and utilization 
(Kellner, 2008).  Information and research gained on college students’ attitudes towards campus 
law enforcement could assist in the development of interventions and programs designed towards 
creating a more positive relationship and constructive interactions between police, students and 
the greater university community.     
Since police were considered public servants (Klockars & Mastrofski, 1996), society has 
demanded a greater accountability of law enforcement and its interactions with citizens (Taylor 
et al., 2001).  This perception brought with it a necessity for the assessment of citizen attitudes 
towards law enforcement, which has slowly developed into a standard practice within the 
criminal justice system (Eraz, 1984).  The importance of assessment was based on police 
dependence on citizens for assistance within law enforcement functions i.e. as witnesses, for 
reporting crimes, or gathering information (Decker, 1981).  However, most of the assessment 
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research has been completed on older adult populations and not on younger age groups, 
especially college students (Albrecht & Green, 1977).   
 The lack of studies concerning college student attitudes of law enforcement could have 
far-reaching implications for both the police and society in general (Snyder & Sickmund, 1996).  
Several arguments have been advanced in support of such research, with the focus being on 
college students.  One such argument was the increased interactions between young people and 
the police.  This was most notable in two areas, the population number of young people within 
general society and their high numbers in the criminal justice and education systems (Lieber et 
al., 1998; Walker, 1992; Williams & Nofzinger, 2003).  Trends within the criminal justice 
system suggested a realization in the importance of including youth and young adults in its 
research (Leiber et al., 1998). 
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CHAPTER 2  
 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction   
Since the evolution of the criminal justice system, there have been basic conflicts that 
derive specifically between the rights of the citizens and the responsibility of law enforcement as 
the police completed its mandates.  A large part of this conflict occurred during police-citizen 
contact, which could play a determining factor in attitudes towards police on the part of the 
citizen.  This concept was first discussed in Skolnick’s (1966) analysis of law and order, which 
distinguished between the theory and the practices of law enforcement.  Packer (1968) followed 
this thinking in his creation of his two justice process models: the crime control model versus the 
due process model.  The two models exemplified that there was an inherent conflict in the 
protection of citizen rights while at the same time attempting to maintain social control through 
law enforcement.  While there was validity in both thoughts, there were also tensions between 
their ultimate objectives.   
Prottas (1978) continued this line of thought in his discussion of ‘street- level’ 
bureaucrats, which described the ability of the police to turn citizens into instant clients with 
their discretion to arrest.  In his theory, it also stated officers were powerful in spite of their 
position in the official hierarchy, which was at the bottom of the chain of command.  This might 
be because of their broad discretion and ability to enforce law, unlike administrators who were 
higher in the chain of command.  Lipskey (1980) also described ‘street- level bureaucrats’ in his 
writings, further extending this theory within issues of autonomy and discretion.  He described 
police officers as policy-makers due to their high levels of discretion and autonomy.  His 
definition of  the ‘street level bureaucrat’ or policy-maker spoke of the direct influence police 
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have over citizens during police-citizen contact, much like the influence policy-makers have over 
laws and policies.  These generalized functions of the police may have broader implications for 
college students based upon their increasing numbers within the criminal justice and higher 
education systems (Leiber et al., 1998).  
Citizen-police contact and the preservation of due process has been evidenced in research 
concerning older adults and specifically between the African American and Caucasian 
communities (Smith et al., 1991).  Literature discussing the attitudes of young people and their 
attitudes toward police implied they were more likely to believe the police were not able or 
willing to protect them and serve their property interests or personal safety (Williams & 
Nofzinger, 2003).  Literature also appeared focused within a specific population of young 
people, which primarily included minority groups from lower income backgrounds and high 
school and/or middle school students (Davis, 1990; Levin & Thomas, 1997; Mirande, 1980; 
Walker, 1999).  Research did not appear to focus on other groups such as college students or 
non-minority students of higher socioeconomic backgrounds.   
 Another aspect of the attitudes and contact between police and citizens was the advent of 
community-oriented policing (Reising & Giacomazzi, 1998).  This movement has its foundations 
in the mobilization of communities and police to work together to handle social issues affecting 
citizens and neighborhoods.  This was done so communities could aid the police in the 
identification of issues concerning the community and then the implementation of programs and 
solutions to solve them.  A review of the literature indicated little research had been done to link 
confidence and utilization in police with community-oriented policing (Ren et al., 2004).  The 
present study sough to add to the literature by targeting college students who have grown up in 
  
 15 
the community-oriented policing era and explore whether confidence played a significant role in 
utilization of campus law enforcement. 
Evolution of Police in Society 
To examine the role of police on university and college campuses, it was necessary to 
review the history of law enforcement, from 13th century England into the 13 original colonies 
and then its current role in American society.  Before the Statute of Winchester in 1285, policing 
in England was the responsibility and obligation of citizens within the parishes or communities 
rather than on the services of paid officers.  Following the mentality that ‘we are our brother’s 
keeper’, Charles Reith (an English historian) coined the term most notably used to describe this 
type of system, the ‘kin police’.  In becoming part of the ‘kin police’, citizens were asked to be 
responsible for their neighbors and to help them if there was a need, especially if a crime had 
been committed, either against them or by them (Uchida, 2004). 
With the implementation of the Statute of Winchester in 1285, a more formal policing 
system began to emerge within English society.  One citizen, called a constable, was chosen 
from within the parish and served a one-year duty based on a rotation system with other 
constables.  Despite it being an unpaid position, the constable was responsible for organizing 
groups of men, called watchmen, to maintain order and handle policing needs within their 
parishes.  While the watchmen were also unpaid, they were still expected to aid the constable 
whenever he needed assistance, which included coming at a moment’s notice to help.  About 45 
years later, in the middle of the 14th century, the positions of the Justice of the Peace and the 
Shire Reeve were created in order to help better organize the policing needs of the parishes.  The 
Justice of the Peace effectively became the head of the policing effort for the parish with the 
Shire Reeve and the constable aiding him in that objective, specifically by organizing the 
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watchmen, taking people into custody and issuing warrants.  This policing system remained in 
existence until the end of the 18th century, when the development of desire by the middle and 
upper classes for a safer environment and more protection.  Due to the nature of the previous 
policing system, which relied solely on citizen participation, the constable was unable to sustain 
and meet the demands of the complex metropolitan problems.  The serious issues that were being 
created in the developing urban centers and cities fell onto the shoulders of Sir Robert Peel, 
Britain’s Home Secretary.  In 1829, he convinced Parliament to pass the London Metropolitan 
Police Act, which established a structured police force, with the core value being crime 
prevention.  However, Sir Peel realized that police, in order to meet its mandates, needed to 
develop legitimacy and power in the eyes of the public.  This can be directly linked to the 
concept of ‘policing by consent’ or needing the cooperation of the public in order to function 
with authority (Carter, 2002).  The management of the police in order to gain the public support 
was done by Sir Peel utilizing very specific approaches.  This was done by carefully choosing 
the officers hired, the uniforms they wore, the manner in which they conducted themselves and 
the professional functions they completed.   
Sir Peel’s principles (which focused on growing crime rates, the importance of a centrally 
located police headquarters, recruitment and training, and the ability for citizens to identify 
specific officers) have served as the traditional model for the United States since its inception.  
While the organizational system came from England, the American policing system evolved 
quite differently, facing its own challenges and developing its own practices.  For example, in 
New York City, while the police were created in 1845, they did not wear uniforms until 1853.  
Despite the different practices, the foundation of American modern law enforcement can be 
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traced to Sir Peel and the development of the London Metropolitan Police in 1829 (Gehrand, 
2000b; Patterson, 1995). 
The English system was adapted to fit the structure of the American colonies in the 18th 
century with some significant changes.  In the American colonies, the Shire Reeve became the 
sheriff and the most important law enforcement officer in the colonies, which at the time were 
small and rural.  The sheriff was paid a small amount for the completion of his duties, which 
included-but were not limited-to tax collection, serving subpoenas, apprehended criminals and 
appeared in courts.  The sheriff was paid for each function he completed instead of a salary, and 
since certain duties such as tax collection paid more, other policing efforts such as crime control 
and law enforcement were not high priorities from a financial standpoint.  As rural areas became 
larger cities, such as Boston and New York City, the night watchmen and constables completed a 
number of formalized duties such as patrols/rounds, maintained the street lamps and reported 
fires.   
 When dealing with an institution responsible for law enforcement, Sir Peel maintained it 
was necessary to assign officers to specific geographic zones, a practice that continues today 
with patrols, precincts, and jurisdictions (Pelfrey, 2004).  In order to accomplish this, he 
implemented yet another system, which has been maintained over the last 180 years, a 
paramilitary command structure, which was a departure from the early system of night watchmen 
(Patterson, 1995).  As police have evolved throughout American history, they have changed to 
meet the needs of society.  According to Kelling and Moore (1988), the police have gone through 
three significant eras of policing: the Political Era, the Reform Era, and the Community Era. 
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The Political Era 
In the Political Era (circa, 1840s - early 1920s), authorization for police existence came 
from local municipalities.  There were no central structures and the police were governed by 
local politics.  The link between politics and their neighborhoods was so intertwined that police 
were often referred to as extensions of the political machines (Fogelson, 1977; Jordan, 1972).  
Police functions included crime control and order maintenance as well as social services, such as 
providing soup kitchens and help for the homeless or unemployed (Monkkonen, 1981).  The 
police were organized into a decentralized, quasi-military manner with cities divided into 
precincts that were run as small-scale departments.  Police had considerable discretion in the 
enforcement of the then existing laws and statutes (Kelling & Moore, 1988).   
 The police lived in their patrol areas and were often of the same ethnic group as the 
dominant political party (Kelling & Moore, 1988).  Services were demanded by the politicians 
on the police organization as a whole and then by the citizens directly to the beat officers on the 
streets (Kelling & Moore, 1988).  The primary tactic of law enforcement resulted from foot 
patrols and while there were detective divisions, they were primarily used for gathering 
information on political rivals.  Call boxes were used to supervise the officers from the police 
stations and patrol cars (when they became available) transported officers to and from their beats 
(Eck, 1983).  Expected outcomes included crime and riot control, order maintenance, and relief 
from social issues such as poverty and homelessness (Kelling & Moore, 1988). 
The Reform Era 
During the Reform Era (circa, 1920s - late 1970s), clear ties to open politics were 
considered problematic and thus rejected by police administrations.  The police organization 
began to move towards being defined as a social service agency and not merely an extension of 
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the political machine.  With that in mind, a decision ensued to disassociate connections between 
local politics and police, thereby shedding the image of extension of the political machines.  
Control moved to state governments while civil service sought to eliminate political influence in 
the hiring and firing practices.  As a result, the police became an autonomous organization with 
discretion and a more structured direction than during the Political Era (Goldstein, 1977).  
During this period, the police narrowed their functions to crime control and criminal 
apprehension and became a formal law enforcement agency.  The police also moved to a 
centralized command, which established more control of police activities such as patrols and 
investigative services while attempting to limit officer discretion (not organizational discretion).   
 Special units were then created to deal with specific issues such as drugs, grand theft, 
traffic crimes and juvenile crime, to name a few (Fogelson, 1977).  A formal relationship was 
redefined between citizens, police, and politicians where police were regarded as a societal 
service and not an extension of the political system or machine.  The impersonal professional 
became the ideal rather than one that dealt with the emotional needs of the victim(s) (Kelling & 
Moore, 1988).  More significantly, reformers set out to sell policing as an image of crime 
fighters and worked to control the demand for services.  The police also moved from offering 
other services (i.e. social services to help the homeless or unemployed) to focus specifically on 
crime control and law enforcement, especially with the establishment of the 911 emergency 
response system (Kelling & Moore, 1988).  Primary tactics were preventative patrols using 
automobiles and rapid response especially with 911 calls coming into one central location, and 
then operators dispatched officers as needed.  The tactical reason for cars was to patrol larger 
areas and to take the advantage away from criminals while having a significant police presence 
throughout their jurisdictions (Kelling & Moore, 1988).  The desired outcomes were crime 
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control and criminal apprehension utilizing August Vollmer’s uniform system of crime 
classification and reporting, which would later become the Uniformed Crime Reports.  
The Community Era 
The Community Era (circa, late 1970s - the present) brought a renewed emphasis of 
placing tasks normally associated with police (i.e. crime control and crime prevention) back onto 
communities and political entities.   Professional authority lessened as citizens contributed more 
towards solving problems with solutions such as neighborhood watches in order to help decrease 
crime and apprehend offenders (Kelling & Moore, 1988).  The definition of police broadened to 
incorporate more than crime control and public safety and extended its reach into conflict 
resolution, order maintenance, and provisions of other services (Kelling & Moore, 1988).  The 
Community Era also brought with it a movement towards decentralization due to the autonomy 
necessary for meeting community needs.  There was a creation of neighborhood stations with 
schools and churches, which called for increased participation and involvement by police 
managements and commands (Kelling & Moore, 1988).  Police functions changed since the 
Community Era policing methods relied on developing and nurturing a working and positive 
relationship with citizens.  In assisting these goals, police chiefs and commissioners responded 
by assigning beat officers, creating programs with citizens, and intervening with crime control 
meetings.   
 The police also began recognizing the necessity of addressing the fears of citizens, while 
attempting to restructure and develop relationships with communities and the residents within 
them (Kelling, 1987).  Citizens’ demand for services was received directly by the officers, which 
were then handled as quickly as possible by patrol units.  This approach positively marketed the 
police by placing an emphasis on meeting community needs and wants.  The police, with 
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community cooperation, gathered information about issues affecting communities, diagnosed 
their nature, and then devised strategies to meet the needs as best they could (Kelling & Moore, 
1988).  Community policing tactics included foot patrols, problem-solving, information 
gathering, victim counseling and services, community organizing and consultation, and 
walk/ride-along programs with regular patrols.  There was also an emphasis placed on 
information-sharing between patrols and detective units to increase crime solutions, decrease 
crime and increase communication between police and residents.  The broad outcomes to 
community policing were problem solutions, information gathering, better quality of life, a 
reduction of fear, increased order, crime control and citizen satisfaction with police services 
(Kelling & Moore, 1988). 
Confidence in Police 
One of the earliest explorations concerning the public’s perception of the police resulted 
from use of the scale ‘Police Services Rating Scale (PSRS)’ as designed by Bellman (Brown & 
Benedict, 2002).  Following in the footsteps of Bellman (1935), Decker (1981) released his 
article ‘Citizen attitudes’ towards police: a review of past findings and suggestions for future 
policing.’  Using this as a baseline, Decker (1981) provided individual and contextual variables 
in which to study citizen attitudes towards police.  Since the essence of community-oriented 
policing was a partnership between the community and police, variables such as race, gender and 
socioeconomic status became increasingly important in the assessment of citizen perceptions and 
attitudes toward police (Sims, Hooper, & Peterson, 2002).  It has been argued that an equally 
important variable was the confidence society places on the police (Oettmeier & Wycoff, 1999).  
Confidence in the police was also considered a proxy measure of police performance.       
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Due to the paucity of research in the area of confidence towards campus law 
enforcement, the definition assigned to confidence will be broad and general.  In this study, 
confidence was defined as the representation of support for the police as a government institution 
(Dennis, 1976).  According to Cao, Stack, & Sun (1998), citizen confidence was the ability of 
society to have trust in or rely on the police.  Tyler (2002) referred to confidence in the police as 
‘subjective legitimacy’ or police authority as perceived by the public.  Confidence in the police 
was a necessary function since society perceived itself in its totality as a consumer of police 
services (Cao et al., 1998).  This mentality helped create the positive public image police must 
maintain in order to accomplish its mandates of safety, crime control and order maintenance 
(Eck & Rosenbaum, 1994; Ren et al., 2004). 
When discussing the criminal justice system and that the police were agents of that 
system, there was a litany of inconsistency and conflicting findings in the research.  Some 
research indicated that while perception of fairness and effectiveness within the system has 
improved, confidence in the police has not (Sherman, 2002).  In contradictory findings, other 
research suggested that police have maintained a high level of support over the years (Warr, 
1995).  However, that support may come from the need for more law enforcement and increased 
funding rather than actual confidence in the police (Blumstein & Rosenfeld, 1998).  In 1993 and 
1994, Gallup polls showed that Americans likened the ethical standards of the police to that of 
doctors and college professors, which could significantly indicate high levels of support and 
confidence in the police (Warr, 1995).  However, Gallup polls over the years have also 
consistently shown that Americans have less confidence in police than in any other large societal 
institution such as the banking industry, the medical profession and the educational system 
(Sherman, 2002).   
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Evidence also appeared to suggest that Americans do not view police in the same manner 
as they viewed the criminal justice system in its entirety i.e. the prisons and the courts.  Some 
have less confidence in the criminal justice system as a whole than in police specifically 
(Maquire & Pastore, 1998).  A 2002 National Institute of Justice study found that 27 percent of 
Americans expressed a ‘great deal’ of confidence in the criminal justice system (specifically the 
court system) while 59 percent indicated a ‘great deal’ of confidence in police (Tyler, 2005).   
On the other hand, a General Social Survey found only 22 percent of Americans expressed a 
‘great deal’ of confidence in the court system.  This observation supported the notion that 
Americans separated the police out from the criminal justice system in its entirety (Tyler, 2005).       
Confidence in police and the manner in which Americans viewed other agencies within 
the criminal justice system was important to consider for a number of reasons (Tyler, 2005).  
One reason was that research indicated this perception or lack of confidence has sustained over 
long periods despite the variations in crime rates (Tyler, 2005).  Even recent decreases in crime 
rates have not increased the levels of confidence in police (McArdle & Erzen, 2001).  This was 
recently observed in New York City, where the police were credited for the reduction in crime, 
yet citizens consistently reported low levels of confidence in police.  In order for police to 
function effectively, it was necessary for them to maintain a positive public image and 
legitimacy in authority (Ren et al., 2004).   
Another reason low confidence in the police should be a concern was that research 
consistently revealed a disparity in levels of trust between minority and Caucasian citizens 
(Schuman, Steeh, Bobo, & Kryson, 1997).  Research showed minorities, especially African 
Americans, were more critical and less confident in police than Caucasians (Jefferson & Walker, 
1993; Tyler, 2002).  As for the overall criminal justice system, Caucasians expressed higher 
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levels of confidence than African Americans and other ethnic/racial groups (Sherman, 2002).  A 
2001 study conducted by the National Institute of Justice found 63 percent of Caucasians 
compared to 31 percent of citizens from other racial backgrounds expressed confidence in the 
police (Tyler, 2005).  Some minority groups, especially Hispanics, fell in the middle, with other 
minority groups (such as Asians) having less confidence in the criminal justice system than most 
groups (Lasley, 1994).   
 Aside from race, variables such as gender and age were found to have significant impact 
on confidence towards the police, although in very different manners.  Research indicated a 
significant relationship between age and confidence in police, with older individuals having 
higher levels of confidence (Jesilow, Meyer, & Namazzi, 1995; Stack & Cao, 1998).  Younger 
individuals generally expressed lower levels of confidence in police, based on a negative 
perception towards police authority (Gaines, Kappeler, & Vaughn, 1994).  Other research based 
on gender suggested that gender differences may play a role in citizen perceptions; however, 
there were some contradictory findings (to be discussed later) (Sampson & Bartusch, 1998).   
Utilization of Police  
Similar to confidence, utilization of law enforcement was another measure of the public’s 
perception towards the police.  In addition, like confidence, it can be considered an indirect 
measure of police performance and the extent of crime in a given area.  There was little research 
on college students and their perceptions of the police, especially as it related to conditions in 
which they utilize police.  In this study, utilization was defined as a citizen’s willingness to call 
on police for assistance and to rely on them for support (Sigler & Johnson, 2002).  Utilization of 
police was also based on their credibility and the public’s expectations that the police will come 
if they were called, which could shape public attitudes (Proenca & Muniz, 2006).  
  
 25 
Whenever police were unable to respond to citizens needs, citizens will adapt and make 
other arrangements in lieu of police authority, with security guards, organized militias, or by any 
other means.  According to Proenca & Muniz (2006), the concept of ‘citizen adoption’ was 
evidenced by the events during an 11-day strike in the Brazilian state of Pernombuco.  City law 
enforcement in the city went on strike starting on July 17, 1997 and disbanded the police on 
national television, leaving the state on notice and unprotected, which led to an immediate 
increase in crime and violence.  Within hours of the strike, and with the knowledge that the 
police would not come if called, shop-owners and residents had armed themselves.  As people 
did not show for work the next day, armed guards were hired by private citizens and then 
dispatched to patrol the streets and communities the next day. These actions led to a curfew 
being imposed by private citizens and the army.  However, when the army proved useless, 
militias began to organize, arming themselves and patrolling the streets.  It took exactly ten days 
for the creation and implementation of an ad-hoc system to replace the police.   
Donald Black (1976) also developed a theory, which attempted to explain the utilization 
or mobilization of law to when dealing with violations of law.  Black’s (1976) theory of the 
mobilization of law was broken down into four aspects: stratification, relational distance, culture, 
and social organization.  Stratification was the distance between people in social settings and can 
be measured by wealth, race and age (among other variables).  Relational distance was the 
distance between people in relationships to each other (i.e. father to son or husband to wife).  
Culture was the values, ideology, education, religion, and language as defined by the community.  
Social organization was the fourth aspect or rather the idea that groups were more likely than 
individuals to mobilize law enforcement responses.   
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Based on these aspects, research has attempted to determine who was more likely to 
utilize the police and if the call would lead to an arrest.  Based on Black’s theory of mobilization, 
which included the four aspects, a study by Avakame, Fyfe, & McCoy (1999) using the National 
Crime Victimization Surveys was completed to determine who called the police for services.  
Using specific criteria, 2203 cases were reviewed for crimes that involved rape, attempted rape, 
assault, or aggravated assault.  When dealing with ethnic/racial background and gender, 
minorities were more likely to call the police than Caucasian citizens and male victims were 
more likely to call the police than female victims.  In the variable of income, victims from lower 
economic status were more likely to call the police than victims from higher socio-economic 
status.  Married couples and unemployed persons were also were more likely to call the police 
than single, employed people.  Crimes committed in private residences were more likely to result 
in calls to the police than crimes committed in other living locations such as apartment 
complexes or mobile home communities.  The research did not focus on age differences, so 
information was not provided about any age group, including college students.  Based on 
existing literature, conditions in which college students utilized campus law enforcement 
continued to be a neglected area of research. 
History of Campus Law Enforcement 
 In the evolution of campus law enforcement, a pseudo-police presence in universities 
and colleges dated back to about 70 years after the founding of the United States (Gehrand, 
2000b).  The first recorded student incident on a college campus occurred at Harvard University 
in 1766, when students protested against the university administration about the food being 
served (Esposito & Stormer, 1989).  The student spirit of discontent continued throughout the 
early part of the 19th century as Harvard students protested either the administration’s policies or 
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had disputes with the townspeople (Rudolph, 1969).  Events such as these culminated in the first 
ever-convened grand jury and indictment of university students in America in 1834 at the request 
of the then president of Harvard University (Esposito & Stormer, 1989). 
Other institutions of higher learning such as Princeton University (formerly known as the 
College of New Jersey) and Yale University experienced similar encounters between students, 
townspeople and university administrators (Gehrand, 2000b).   These confrontations often ended 
in rebellions and riots with students committing acts of violence, taking over buildings and/or 
defying university officials (Esposito & Stormer, 1989).  In the history of police presence on 
college campuses, the definitive event that led to the formal development of campus policing 
occurred at Yale University in 1894 (Gehrand, 2000b).   
As Powell, Pander, & Nielsen (1994) observed, major universities such as Harvard and 
Yale were built into the surrounding cities with no clear distinction or boundaries between the 
university and the city itself.  This type of architecture led to frequent confrontations between 
university students and city residents.  In this particular event, residents of New Haven accused 
Yale medical students of exhuming bodies from a local cemetery and using them as cadavers in 
their studies, leading to a bloody and violent altercation between the students and New Haven’s 
residents.  Due to this incident, Yale administrators and the city managers began to look at ways 
of repairing the broken relationship between students and the community (Gehrand, 2000b).   
The compromised solution resulted in the assignment of two police officers from the 
New Haven Police to serve as liaisons between the community and Yale University, which in 
turn created the first campus policing efforts in the United States (Powell, Pander, & Nielsen, 
1994).  The first implementation of campus policing was plagued by three problems: (1) 
university officials were concerned about the police reporting campus activities to the city 
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managers, (2) students distrusted the police and viewed them as instruments of authority and (3) 
the police officers were unsure of their role within the institution (Gehrand, 2000b).  In order to 
protect the university and its authority, Yale officially hired the two officers in September 1894, 
effectively creating the first official campus police program in the United States, with the 
officers having the same powers and authority as the town’s police force (Powell et al., 1994).   
Inherent to the creation of the first university police force was the genesis of the 
continued conflict between the role of the police, the responsibility of the administration, and 
student attitude towards campus law enforcement (Gehrand, 2000b).  The goals of the Yale 
University police force were based upon the work of Sir Robert Peel, whose strategies focused 
on three missions: 1) crime prevention, 2) preventative patrol, and 3) a well-defined 
organizational structure (Walker, 1999).  The original mission of the Yale University police was 
to ‘protect the students, their property and all college property from injury,’ a primary need 
originally identified by the university administration (Gehrand, 2000b).  However, as the 
development of the university system occurred from the late 19th century into the early 20th 
century, the primary mission of the original campus police department changed as university and 
college campuses reflected the nation’s political unrest and activism (Gelber, 1972).   
As the Korean War began in the 1950’s and the seeds of the war in Vietnam were being 
planted, students began to demonstrate against government policies, armed conflicts overseas, 
and for the civil rights movements (for both minorities and women) domestically (Bess & 
Horton, 1988).  This era of political activism was coupled with student protests, sit- ins, and riots, 
which continued from the 1960’s through the 1970’s (Bess & Horton, 1988; Gehrand, 2000b).  
Since many campuses were not prepared for such demonstrations, administrators had to call in 
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local, state police and/or the National Guard who were concerned less with the rights of the 
students and more with restoring order and upholding the law (Gehrand, 2000b).   
In their attempts to control the protests, law enforcement officers and/or the National 
Guard often used tactics that perpetuated the conflict between police and the students, creating 
greater disparities in how each entity viewed the other (Powell et al., 1994).  As administrators 
repaired the physical and emotional damage done to their campuses once the police and/or the 
National Guard left after student demonstrations, they began to see the necessity of a university 
police force, trained in working with student populations.  It also became apparent that relations 
between students and police were being negatively impacted by their responses to the free speech 
rights being exercised on campuses across the United States, since restoring and maintaining 
order took priority over student rights (Gehrand, 2000b).  Overall, there were also constant 
clashes between the needs of the university (protection of students) and police (law enforcement) 
(Esposito & Stormer, 1989).   
No event better exemplifies an administration’s need for a police department specifically 
trained in student needs that what occurred at Kent State University on May 4, 1970 (O’Hara, 
2006).  The event was prefaced by the announcement by President Richard Nixon of continued 
military incursions into Cambodia in April 1970.  This decision by the government ignited a 
wave of student protests and demonstrations throughout the United States, including Kent State 
University in Ohio.  The governor and the National Guard of Ohio warned the crowds at Kent 
State University that they would do what was necessary to quell the civil unrest and restore order 
back to the campus.  The end-result of this incident was that 28 Ohio National Guardsmen fired 
into a crowd of unarmed protestors, leaving two people dead, two people fatally wounded and a 
number of others critically wounded or injured (O’Hara, 2006).  After the dust had settled in this 
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situation, four students had been killed by the Ohio National Guard.  The aftermath of the Kent 
State incident highlighted to administrators the critical need for better-trained police departments 
in order to handle such situations while simultaneously maintaining the mission of the university 
and the rights of the students. 
Evolution of Campus Police 
As the United States moved into the 1960’s and 1970s, college and university 
administrations began to move towards more structured police organizations (Peak, 1995), which 
some have argued ushered in the modern era of campus policing (Sloan, 1992).  This involved 
the establishment of functioning police departments on campuses with full police powers 
authorized by local law enforcement or state law to the extent of hiring ex-military soldiers or 
ex- law enforcement officers in order to police university and college campuses (Gelber, 1992; 
Sloan, 1992).  The implementation came at the heels of the courts overturning ‘in loco parentis’ 
or the legal concept that universities were in a parenting role over students (Bromley & Reaves, 
1998a).  Institutions also began to realize that their current systems were not equipped to handle 
the increase in crime and the explosion of growth and diversity of student populations (Bromley 
& Reaves, 1998b).  The evolution of the police organization in the 1970s also saw an increase in 
the size, functions and directives of campus law enforcement (Bromley, 1996; Sloan, 1992).   
The evolution of campus police organizations continued to progress in the 1980s and the 
1990s as police became essential components within the university setting and the demand for 
professionally-oriented services grew (Sloan, Lanier, & Beer, 2000).  Campus police, during this 
timeframe, also became increasingly autonomous from the universities and more like their 
municipal counterparts (Peak, 1995; Sloan, 1992); and by the end of the 20th century, about 44 
states had passed legislation granting full police powers to officers at public universities 
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(Bromley, 1996).  Campus police, when assuming the responsibility for the protection of the 
university, also indirectly agreed to aspects sometimes not found in external municipal or city 
departments (Esposito & Stormer, 1989).  These factors can include campus activities and 
parking regulations, as well as support for extracurricular activities, athletic events, 
sorority/fraternity events, and residential communities (Esposito & Stormer, 1989).   
These non-traditional police interventions were coupled with the university’s need for 
recruitment and retention of students, which could be indirectly influenced by a campus police 
department (Esposito & Stormer, 1989).  As a result, police instituted educational referrals 
and/or sanctions for crimes that outside of a university setting might lead to criminal charges and 
possible jail time, such as driving under the influence or illegal narcotic possession in small 
amounts (Allen, 1989).  In his writings, Peak (1995) suggested that historically, campus police 
have served three functions on university and college campuses: law enforcer, security guard, 
and ‘door shaker’ (responsible for making sure doors to buildings were locked) (Peak, 1995).  
According to a study conducted by Reaves and Goldberg (1996), campus agencies that were 
surveyed reported the following: 80 percent reported being responsible for locking and unlocking 
buildings (door shaker or security guard); nearly 33 percent reported they were responsible for 
primary fire inspections (security guard); 20 percent reported they provided primary emergency 
fire services (security guard); 80 percent reported they performed traffic duties, including 
accident investigations and traffic law enforcement (law enforcer); and more than 70 percent 
reported they were primarily responsible for parking enforcement on their campus (law 
enforcer).   
These duties were primary examples that corresponded to the perception concerning 
police obligations on university campuses, reminiscent of the security guards within campus 
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agencies of history.  In order to combat this perception, campus law enforcement has moved 
towards being structured much like their municipal and city counterparts (Bordner & Petersen, 
1983).  This organizational model included responsibility for their own budgets, development of 
rules for conduct and professional practices, and the establishment of policies (Peak, 1988; 
Sloan, 1992) along with military rank structure, utilization of law enforcement techniques, and 
training requirements (Jacobs & O’Meara, 1980).  The most significant and comprehensive study 
of campus police organizations (680 agencies) was conducted by Bromley and Reaves (1998b), 
who discovered the following major characteristics of campus law enforcement agencies 
nationwide: 93 percent of agencies in public institutions employed sworn officers; most officers 
were armed and 64 percent of agencies used armed officers; field and training hours ranged from 
400 hours for smaller campuses and 900 hours for larger campuses; nearly all agencies used 
automobile patrols, 75 percent used foot patrol, and 33 percent used bicycle patrol; 65 percent of 
agencies handled homicide investigations; 65 percent of  agencies handled other serious crime 
investigations; and 85 percent of agencies investigated major property crimes.  While the campus 
police were often modeled after their state or city counterparts, it should be noted there could be 
some significant differences in the manner and outcome of police-citizen contact versus police-
student contact.    
These differences were dependent upon the type of policing model the organization was 
structured after.  Within law enforcement, there appeared to be four policing models, each with 
its own set of characteristics: police professionalism, community policing, problem-oriented 
policing and security orientation (Jiao, 1997).  For definition purposes, a model was defined as a 
‘widely accepted concept or theory that offers a way to understand a social or natural 
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phenomenon’ (Kuhn, 1975).  More specifically, a policing model can be defined as a 
‘representation of commonly accepted policing theory or practice’ (Jiao, 1997).   
The current model of campus law enforcement appeared to be a combination of two of 
the policing models:  the professional model and the community policing model. The 
professional model was categorized by an assumption that internal improvement of police 
management was necessary to accomplish crime control and law enforcement (Goldstein, 1990; 
Jiao, 1997).  This model also utilized themes of uniformity, military style ranks and discipline, 
criminal investigation, and arresting discretion (Fogleson, 1977; Skolnick, 1966).  Other 
characteristics of the professional model included specialized training and equipment, units such 
as SWAT (Special Weapons and Tactics) and increased hiring standards (Sloan et al., 2000; 
Reaves & Goldberg, 1996).    The community policing model was based on the assumption that 
the community was the primary source for crime prevention and crime control.  In adhering to 
this model, the police must include the community in its operations, maintained good police-
community relations, and engaged in proactive police activities (Cordner, 1995; Jiao, 1997).  In 
completing this model, policing activities included crime prevention programs and regular 
interactions with the community (Sherman, 1987).   
In a comparison of campus police organizations, Bromley and Reaves (1998b) found that 
in following the characteristics of the professional model, direct parallels with municipal and city 
organizations included central dispatch functions, 911 emergency systems, investigative 
responsibilities, and protective equipment such as body armor.  Likewise, in following the 
characteristics of the community policing model, campus police were making strides in 
performing proactive crime prevention programs, increased interaction with the community and 
services that students utilized outside of the traditional crime control services (Lanier, 1995).  
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From the literature, there appeared to be a consistent model (the professional model) between 
campus police and its counterparts (state-municipal-city), which has been instituted since the 
creation of campus law enforcement, thereby influencing its organizational structure.   However, 
there was evidence to also state campus police was moving towards the community policing 
model.  This marriage of the models was evident by the mission and the functions held by the 
campus police department of the large urban university studied in this research. 
To begin with, the mission statement stated by the campus police was ‘To reduce crime 
and the fear of crime by providing a safe environment for our students, faculty, staff and 
visitors.’  This connected into the assumption made by the professional model, which was crime 
control and law enforcement.  The organization was structured utilizing military style rank and 
all officers wear uniforms, which adhered to the professional model’s characteristic of 
uniformity.  The next aspect was the functions and services provided by the campus police, 
which were typical of functions by their municipal and city counterparts utilizing the 
professional model.  The campus police provided services consisting of patrol services, crime 
statistics, a communication center, community relations, crime prevention, special investigations, 
victim services, media relations, and information services.   
However, they also offered services that were more conducive to a university setting then 
a municipal police department, leaning more towards the characteristics of the community 
policing model.  These services included safety-escort services, traffic classes, motorcycle 
classes, personal property registration and women’s self-defense.  In offering such services, 
campus police were following characteristics of community policing, which adhered to 
maintaining positive interactions between police and citizens.  This was also in keeping with the 
literature as to the obligations given to campus law enforcement based on the historical context 
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from their inception in the 1800’s, their evolution during the 1960s and 1970s as well as their 
role in larger society such as municipalities, sheriff departments, and state police (Sloan et al., 
2000).  It should be noted again that the original mission of the Yale University police was to 
‘protect the students, their property and all college property from injury,’ a primary need 
originally identified by the administration (Gehrand, 2000b). 
 
Case Law Governing the Role of Colleges and Universities 
From a legal perspective, the courts have guided universities and colleges in their 
responsibilities towards students and the greater community.  The courts have made numerous 
legal decisions over the decades concerning the rights and responsibilities pertaining to students, 
to the institutions of higher learning and to administrators (Gehrand, 2000b).  Prior to 1960, 
institutions originally worked under the legal principle of ‘in loco parentis’, loosely defined as 
‘in place of a parent’ (Bickel & Lake, 1999; Gehrand, 2000b).  While it was the oldest legal 
doctrine regarding universities, there was no documentation that can specifically determine the 
actual date the concept began and how (Bickel & Lake, 1999).  Under this basic premise, the 
students were under the umbrella of the university, which then served as a parent figure, making 
policies that served the purposes of the administration and not necessarily the students (Gehrand, 
2000b).  According to Bickel and Lake (1999), ‘in loco parentis’ gave the university significant 
power over students, with little legal oversight by courts and little interference by parents.  The 
concept gave the university the opportunity to handle situations within the privacy of the 
institutional setting by administrators in a quick and quiet manner.  This mentality began to 
change with the 1913 case of Gott v Berea College, which occurred when the college amended 
its policies to forbid students from frequenting businesses not owned by the institution.  The 
consequence for violating this policy was expulsion from the school.  Gott was a restaurant 
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owner greatly affected by the policy, specifically after several students that frequented his 
restaurant were expelled, thereby decreasing patronage at his eatery.  He filed suit against the 
university, trying to force them from enforcement of the rules as well as damages for lost 
revenue.  However, the broader question before the court was not whether he should be 
compensated for lost revenue, but if the college had the right to impose such rules and 
regulations upon its students.  Did the college have the lawful authority to create and enforce 
such a policy, especially since the sanction for its violation was immediate expulsion from the 
institution? 
Several aspects of law were considered under the Gott decision.  The court ruled that 
Berea Collage had the right to create such rules, whereas students had to adjust their behavior 
accordingly to adhere to the institutional policies.  The ruling also stated that there were inherent 
differences in how private and public institutions can act and that by accepting admission into 
the college, students implicitly agreed to comply with its rules (Young & Gehring, 1988).  These 
policies could encompass an assortment of functions, from curfews to educational programs to 
moral development to clothing, to name a few (Young & Gehring, 1988).  Factors such as the 
invention of the automobile, the enrollment of World War II veterans, the roots of athletics in the 
university system and the introduction of alcohol influenced both the decision to have campus 
law enforcement and the student perception of those practices based upon the ideals of the Gott 
decision (Esposito & Stormer, 1989).  With universities and colleges mandating rules and 
regulations relating to such factors, rebellions and demonstrations became a manner in which 
students could protest administrations’ increasing control over their lives (Esposito & Stormer, 
1989).       
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The mid-20th century continued to see an increase of student activism and 
demonstrations, which alternated between non-violent and violent means, thereby forcing 
universities to request police intervention (Esposito & Stormer, 1989).  Under the Gott decision, 
students were not treated as citizens with the right of due process as their parents, but instead, 
they were considered “children” under the direction of the institution or in ‘loco parentis’ 
(Gehrand, 2000b).  However, in 1961, the Gott decision was overturned by the case of Dixon v 
Alabama Board of Education (Esposito & Stormer, 1989).  This case was based upon the 
expulsion or suspension of a number of students involved in a non-violent sit-in at a lunch 
counter at Alabama State College (Young & Gehring, 1988).  The students were not informed of 
the charges and did not have an official hearing to determine the facts.  Rather the administration 
chose to expel or suspend the students in an automatic reaction to the situation; much like a 
parent might react to a child (Gehrand, 2000b).      
 The students responded to the disciplinary action by suing and taking the university to the 
U.S. District Court, which upheld the decision made by the university.  Upon appeal to the Fifth 
Circuit Court of Appeals, the court found the students had the right to due process under the law 
as student-citizens.  The language of the opinion stated, ‘students at tax supported institutions 
must be provided with procedural due process rights before they can be expelled or suspended 
from the institutions’ (Gehrand, 2000b).  In this statement, the court granted students 
constitutional protection and brought the necessity of campus law enforcement onto the 
forefront.  The Dixon decision solidified the institutions’ need to have a specialized police force, 
trained to meet the needs of the students as well the university administration and the larger 
institutional community (Esposito & Stormer, 1989; Gehrand, 2000b).  Incidents such as the 
Kent State incident in 1970, where the Ohio National Guard killed four students during an anti-
  
 38 
war protest further reinforced the necessity to have campus policing (Esposito & Stormer, 1989; 
Lojowsky, 2000). 
Student Rights and Responsibilities 
The origins of student rights within the university stemmed from certain legal and moral 
philosophies, which were assigned to them by society.  Before the 1960’s, universities and 
colleges operated under the legal right of ‘in loco parentis’ or in place of the parent.  Using ‘in 
loco parentis’, the courts decided in the Gott decision that it was within the power of college 
officials to enact policies that in essence seemed a violation of due process rights of students  
(Young & Gehring, 1988).  However, the political climate of the 1960s and 1970s forced the 
courts to rethink the Gott decision.  The courts ruled that students were not merely extensions of 
their parents, but had the right of due process as citizens of the United States (Young & Gehring, 
1988).   
With the ruling in Dixon v Alabama, the Court of Appeals ruled students had rights to 
due process as granted by the Constitution and classified them as student-citizens rather than 
wards of the university (Esposito & Stormer, 1989).  Therefore, it was evident that campus 
police, while having evolved from night watchmen employed by the university’s physical plant 
to state certified police officers, retained many of the duties and responsibilities from that time-
frame until now (Bromley & Reaves, 1998b; Sloan et al., 2000).  This was evident by the 
mission and the functions held by the campus police department of the large urban university 
studied in this research. 
 To start, the mission statement stated by the campus police was ‘to reduce crime and the 
fear of crime by providing a safe environment for our students, faculty, staff and visitors.’  This 
fits into the image associated with police within society, which was that of a crime-fighter and a 
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public servant, entrusted to protect citizens (Klockars & Mastrofski, 1991).  The next aspect was 
the functions and services provided by the campus police, which were typical of functions also 
provided by their municipal and city counterparts.  The campus police provided services 
consisting of patrol services, crime statistics, a communication center, community relations, 
crime prevention, special investigations, victim services, media relations, and information 
services.  They also offered services that were more conducive to a university setting then a 
municipal police department.  These services included safety escort services, traffic classes, 
motorcycle classes, personal property registration and women’s self-defense.  This was in 
keeping with the literature as to the obligations given to campus law enforcement based on the 
historical context from their inception in the 1800’s, their evolution during the 1960’s as well as 
their role in larger society such as municipalities, sheriffs, and state police (Sloan et al., 2000). 
Theoretical Framework 
Prior research of young people indicated they were less likely to hold a favorable attitude 
towards police and their perceptions towards law enforcement could have longer-lasting effects 
if they were established at younger ages (Hurst & Frank, 2000).  This adhered to a mentality that 
may hold aspects of ‘us’ versus ‘them’, which aided towards the characteristics of conflict 
theory, a belief that involved interconnected groups vying for societal power, control and limited 
resources. 
Conflict Theory 
Society, according to some theorists, was an interconnected set of groups competing for 
societal control, resources and power (Simmel, 1950).  This type of theory fell under critical 
criminology, which was an expansive term where crime was defined in terms of concepts of 
oppression (Einstader & Henry, 1995).  It must be noted that, in this written work, conflict theory 
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was not be utilized as an explanation for crime as that was not the dissertation topic.  The basic 
foundation of conflict within society between different groups was discussed, or specifically the 
relationship between campus law enforcement and the attitudes of college students towards 
them. 
Critical criminology had some basis assumptions, which was that society was often times 
more conflicted than integrated and that crime was defined by the dominant group and then 
upheld by the criminal justice system, starting with the police.  The root of the critical theorists 
was that they did not allow themselves to define crime.  Instead, they defined crime as a social 
harm or as violations of human rights, based on the conflicts between groups (Einstader & 
Henry, 1995).  While conflict theory had many approaches and could be used to explain many 
aspects of behavior and crime, this written work focused on attitudes between groups, inherent to 
this theory and this study, specifically between students and campus police (Pratt & Lowenkamp, 
2002).  At its simplest level, conflict theory was based on the Marxian explanation of the conflict 
between individuals and groups for power or the eternal struggle between the ‘haves’ and the 
‘have-nots’ (Lilly, Cullen, Ball, 1995).  However, earlier writings focused less on an explanation 
of crime and more on the social groups in conflict and the dynamics of those interactions 
(Simmel, 1950; Vold, 1958).  For the purposes of this study, conflict theory as it was theorized 
and defined by George Simmel (1950) will be utilized. 
The foundation of critical theory began with Karl Marx and his concern over the decline 
of social solidarity in the mid-1880s (Lilly, Cullen, & Ball, 2002).  For Marx, that social decline 
was based on economic conditions, which was the root of all conflict between groups within 
society: conflict over scare resources.  According to Turner (1975), Marx’s theory had six 
assumptions: 1) while social systems had interdependence, these interactions always revealed 
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conflict; 2) such conflict was the results of unequal distribution of scarce resources; 3) latent 
conflict will eventually led to overt and violent conflict between groups; 4) conflict will 
generally reveal the majority of power was held by a minority of people; 5) the resulting conflict 
leads to social reorganization of power within the system and 6) the reorganization of the system 
will create conflict.  The theory also maintained that the sixth assumption would create a vicious 
cycle by setting in motion the first five assumptions.  Marx’s works mentioned little of crime 
itself and more of the inherent conflicts of capitalism under which the ‘few’ have societal power 
and control over the ‘many’ (Lilly et al., 2002).  In the limited times Marx discussed crime, he 
viewed it more as a symptom of the economic conditions and decline of the time and less as an 
explanation.  On the opposite end of the spectrum, Simmel had a different view of conflict and 
its relationship with society.   
Overall, while Karl Marx and George Simmel shared a similar cultural background, their 
views and conflict theories were inherently very dissimilar.  Whereas, Marx was vastly interested 
in the causes of conflict and its sources in order to eliminate them, Simmel focused more on the 
consequences of conflict and the patterns that developed it and less on its cause (Lilly et al., 
2002).  Simmel was more interested in understanding the abstract laws dealing with human 
interactions and with the recurring patterns within society (Martindale, 1960).  He was less 
concerned about particular conflicts or the end results such as justice and more concerned with 
determining the logic of conflict (Wolff, 1964).  According to Simmel (1950), conflict was a 
fundamental group process, and societal structure was designed by the competing interests of 
groups fighting for power and/or the authority of creating social norms.  Simmel’s work in 
conflict theory determined that conflict in society occurred when groups were competing for 
resources, services and power.  The resources and services did not have to be economic in 
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nature, but perhaps more centered on the ability to create social structures, determine norms and 
mores.  
Simmel (1950) theorized that social structures were interactions between the ‘associative’ 
and ‘dissociative’ processes or more specifically, how people interact with each other.  Based on 
Simmel’s position, five assumptions were drawn: 1) the features of social systems were an 
interaction of ‘associative’ and ‘dissociative’ processes; 2) the processes were dictated by 
various types of social relationships; 3) conflict was a reflection of instinctual impulses and a 
conflict of interests; 4) while conflict was inevitable, it did not always lead to a change in 
society; and 5) conflict must operate to maintain the integration of social systems (Turner, 1975).  
The assumptions stated above followed the concept of conflict within society, not as an 
explanation of crime, but more as a manner in which groups of varying degrees of power were 
competing for scarce resources, which again could or could not be economic in nature, but 
perhaps included the ability to create social structures.  Therefore, Simmel (1950) defined 
conflict as a fundamental social process, necessary for the creation of society.   
Simmel (1950) also stated in his writings that society was produced by social groups 
competing for control in order to dictate social norms, law creation and overall determine the 
structure of society.  In his writings, there was also a formalization of concepts in regards to 
conflict: 1) the degree of regulation; 2) the degree of direct confrontation; and 3) the degree of 
violence between the groups in conflict (Turner, 1975).  Simmel’s assumptions can be applied 
within the university setting, where there were different groups (campus law enforcement, 
university administrators, students, student government, faculty, etc) who were in conflict as 
each entity has different goals and objectives for its group in an area where there were limited 
resources.  The seeds that were planted in the writings of Marx and Simmel would evolve into 
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what would be known as conflict theory.  For the purposes of this writing, it was being utilized to 
explain the conflicts between groups within the larger society, not as an explanation of crime.   
As with the evolution of police onto college campuses, much of the evolution of conflict 
theory was done in during the 1960s.  Previous writings by Marx and Simmel laid the 
foundation, but the social unrest of the 1960s and previous decades pushed the creation of 
conflict theory into what it has developed into (Lilly et al., 2002).  Proponents of conflict theory 
began to observe the patterns of social division and questioned the social groups in power, taking 
a more Marxian approach of not only determining that social injustices were occurring, but also 
how to change it.  Several reasons have been stated as to why the evolution of conflict theory 
occurred during this historical timeframe.  Sykes (1974) stated three factors to explain the rise of 
conflict theory.  The first factor was the Vietnam War and its impact on American society.  
Citizens across the country, especially students and young people, were questioning the U.S. 
involvement in the wars as riots and protests broke out.  The second factor was the growth of the 
counterculture.  The counterculture was a statement against middle class values as people broke 
what they considered harmless crimes such as vagrancy and drug use in order to exercise their 
freedom and rights.  Lastly, the third factor was the social movements in place to stop 
discrimination and gain civil rights in the areas of minority and women’s rights.   
 Other factors affecting 1960s society was the use of law enforcement in order to suppress 
the movements of the time as well as doubts concerning governmental policies dealing with 
Vietnam, civil rights and rights of women (Lilly et al., 2002).  The use of law enforcement as a 
means to stem the tide of behaviors fell into Simmel’s writings, which posited that powerful 
groups not only create laws, but also utilized law enforcement as an extension of the group’s 
power.  Laws were the creation of the groups in authority in order to maintain power and the 
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police were used to suppress any groups that threatened the norms, laws and mores dictated by 
the dominant group (Black, 1976; Turk, 1969).  All the factors stated above created a 
representation of various groups in conflict (the government, law enforcement, minorities, 
women, anti-war protestors, the military, etc) within society and all vying for power, which aided 
in the development of conflict theory (Lilly et al., 2002).  However, conflict theory as it would 
be developed during the 1960s focused less on the conflict between groups as Simmel’s original 
work stated and more on an explanation of crime as an economic result.  This present writing 
remained focused on the conflicts between groups within society and how it influenced 
interactions between the groups, which in this study, was specifically campus law enforcement 
and college students in the areas of utilization and confidence. 
Realistic Group Conflict Theory 
A further extension of conflict theory within the realm of conflicts between groups in a 
societal structure was the theory of realistic group conflict theory, grounded in the philosophical 
concepts of Muzafer Sherif (Jackson, 1993).  Based on his thinking towards social psychology, 
Sherif adhered to several tenets: 1) a need for multidisciplinary cooperation and synthesis and 2) 
the responsibility to link the concepts to concrete social concerns (Sherif & Sherif, 1969).    The 
basic tenet of realistic group conflict theory was that inter-group hostility was created by 
conflicting goals and objectives as groups struggle for control (Jackson, 1993; Sherif & Sherif, 
1966).  The opposite was also true for this theory, which was the reduction of hostility by 
attainable goals was achieved only through group cooperation.  One could surmise that this 
theory might only work when in discussions of a single group, but realistic group conflict theory 
has characteristics and properties that exceeded merely a single group and extended into the 
concept of many groups (Sherif & Sherif, 1966).  These properties resulted only from 
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interactions with other groups, and more importantly, social norms, behaviors, and attitudes that 
could only be studied if other groups were involved (Sherif & Sherif, 1966).   
Sherif & Sherif (1964) concluded, based on various research studies, that group mores 
and routines were affected by interactions with other groups as both groups attempted to 
determine their objectives and then completed their goals.  Such goals or factors may include 
threats to the group, safety of the group, availability of scarce resources and societal status 
(Sherif & Sherif, 1979).  Further studies have also found that the group in relation to the other 
groups will focus on one particular issue, which M. Sherif labeled the Limiting Factor due to its 
capability of limiting the group’s ability to handle other issues that may be affecting the group 
and its membership.   
Another property of realistic group conflict theory was that when groups were competing 
with each other in a win- lose situation, the inter-group developed biases and/or stereotypes 
against the outer-group.  Once that bias was created, it could become the standard opinion of the 
inter-group and from there could lead to social distance from other groups within society 
(Jackson, 1993).  This type of behavior added to the importance of group identification, which 
referred to the self- identity of individual group members and their perception of the group as a 
whole.  The theory according to Sherif (1979) posited that as the group became more important 
to the individual, it became increasingly important for the individual to follow group norms and 
behaviors, which also included the perceptions the group held against other groups.  This became 
almost a vicious cycle in terms of the individual becoming more immersed into the group to the 
extent of creating social distance from other groups (and people, institutions, etc) based on 
perceived competition of power and resources in order to achieve the group’s goals.  An extreme 
example of this can be seen in white supremacy groups, whose objectives have created social 
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distances between them and many groups within general society as they worked towards their 
goals, which included the segregation of the races among other objectives. 
Bobo (1983) extended the realistic group conflict theory by determining that an 
individual can hold favorable attitudes towards other groups and still create social distance based 
on a perception of conflict or on the group’s biases and stereotypes.  This concept can be viewed 
in race relations between the minority and the majority communities.  The theory in practice 
would state that the majority community might not have blatant biases against the minority 
community; the majority community can justify some of their behaviors by a resistance to 
change or a defense to a lifestyle or a protection of the group’s interests.  Bobo (1983) also stated 
in the extension to realistic group conflict theory that hostility with other groups was dependent 
not only on competition for resources, but also on the extent of self- identity and group 
membership.  Any type of hostility could arise if the group’s identity and interests were 
threatened by another group.  This was especially evident in the study of social development of 
prejudice and the social norms of certain groups can create biases that children carry into 
adulthood (Sherif, 1936).  Based on Simmel’s work on conflict between groups within the larger 
society and the continuation of realistic group conflict theory, it appeared that society adhered to 
the social structure dictated by the dominant group rather than other societal constructs (Farley, 
1987). 
Community Attitudes towards Police 
Citizen attitudes toward police might be based upon the perceived conflict between the 
due process versus crime control models of justice (Packer, 1968).  In a historical context, there 
was always an event that determined and affected the outcome of a moment in history.  For the 
concept of studying citizen attitudes towards the police, that particular impetus was Bellman’s 
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(1935) “police service rating scale,” in which he developed a scale to rate police according to a 
set of standards.  Using Bellman (1935) as a catalyst, researchers continued the trend in studying 
the police to determine what was desired and approved by the larger society (Brown & Benedict, 
2002).  In the continuation of research on citizen attitudes towards police, Decker (1981) wrote 
one of the most effective and best-known writings in the field of criminal justice, “Citizens 
attitudes towards the police: a review of past findings and suggestions for future policy.” In his 
writings, Decker (1981) discussed the different aspects of attitudes, which included both 
individual variables (race, economic status, etc) and contextual variables (crime rates, 
neighborhood constructs, etc).  
Once negative attitudes were cultivated concerning police by citizens, ramifications can 
lead to a culture of mistrust between the two entities.  This was seen in nationally televised cases 
such as the Rodney King case in Los Angeles or the shooting death of Amadou Diallo in New 
York City (Mathews, 1992; Pike, 1980).  The manifestations of public mistrust can lead to 
physical altercations with the police, and in some cases, riots and demonstrations such as the Los 
Angeles riots after the King case acquittal or the Watts riots of the 1960s.  These serious 
consequences were at times a product of police actions, at other times negative public attitudes or 
a combination thereof (Cox & Fitzgerald, 1996).   
However, the amount of physical damage that can occur during a riot was minor in 
comparison to the damage it can do the creation of negative public attitudes towards police 
(Block, 1971).  Negative public attitude was a vicious cycle, with police action-citizen 
perception aiding in creating a negative situation and then the damage it does to police credibility 
and legitimacy as a result.  Public trust and mistrust of police appeared to stem from current 
events or situations.  For example, as crime rates went up, more support was given to police not 
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because they were more trusted, but because people had a greater fear of crime (Block, 1971; 
Brown & Benedict, 2002).  Research indicated different variables affected negative or positive 
attitudes of police with a certain amount of hostility between the public and police (Alpert & 
Dunham, 1988; Cheurprakobkit & Bartsch, 1999; Priest & Carter, 1999).  As Decker (1981) 
defined in his work, there were individual variables (political affiliation, age, socioeconomic 
status, etc) and contextual variables (victimization, police policies, etc) that affected citizen 
attitude.   
These differences can be noted in the research and surveys completed by social scientists 
in order to determine attitudes towards police by citizens.  In terms of political beliefs and 
socioeconomic status, researchers found variations in attitudes of police stemming from different 
points of views.  In reviewing the research, it was discovered attitudes of police appeared to be 
tied with political attitudes, especially among the poor (Brown & Coulter, 1983; Hagan & 
Albonetti, 1982).  In contrast, other studies indicated attitudes of police had no association with 
political or socioeconomic status, but instead were based upon the institution itself.  For 
example, the Supreme Court was rated negatively while the Federal Bureau of Investigation was 
rated positively (Peek, Alston, & Lowe, 1978).   
When dealing with socioeconomic status, data indicated people in lower socioeconomic 
neighborhoods were more likely to have negative attitudes of police, contrary to the attitudes 
held by their wealthier counterparts (Sampson & Bartusch, 1998; Zevitz & Rettammel, 1990).  In 
other research, Boggs and Galliher (1975) found African Americans with a higher 
socioeconomic status had established more negative attitudes of police than African Americans 
with a lower socioeconomic status.  Priest and Carter (1999) found income did  not play a role in 
citizen attitudes, thereby determining race may influence attitudes towards police when dealing 
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with socioeconomic status, especially during police-citizen contact (Brown & Benedict, 2002).  
The observation of police-citizen contact can best be described as the perception between the 
expectation and the reality of the contact (Brown & Benedict, 2002).     
Much of the research done in the area of police-citizen contact appeared to indicate that 
with positive contact comes a more positive attitude, and vice versa (Worrall, 1999).  Research 
has not been able to indicate which one (positive/negative contact) had the most significant effect 
on the citizen.  Studies have determined contact with police had a stronger influence on 
satisfaction or support for police among other factors (See Huang & Vaughn, 1996; Scaglion & 
London, 1980).  Other research determined more positive contacts with police had no affect on 
the creation of more positive perceptions, including moments when the individual witnessed the 
contact and was not a recipient (Dean, 1980; Thomas & Hyman, 1977).   
 Police were perceived as more favorable with people who contacted them as opposed to 
people whose contact was initiated by the police (Cheurprakobkit, 2000).  This same research 
also determined that in some cases when contact was initiated by a citizen, the individual was 
reportedly dissatisfied by police performance, which could be due to the quality and/or the 
outcome of the contact.  Further research into the area of attitudes appeared to indicate victims 
who were satisfied with the handling of their cases had a more favorable view of police than the 
victims who were dissatisfied with the handling of their cases (Chandek, 1999; Reisig & 
Chandek, 2001; Stephens & Sinden, 2000).  Smith and Hawkins (1973) found being arrested had 
an effect on the negative attitudes towards police by the public, but receiving a traffic ticket in 
any capacity did not necessarily gauge a negative reaction.  Cox and White (1988) determined 
college students who had received traffic tickets had a negative attitude of police, which was 
based less on receiving the citation and more on officer behavior.   
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Gender and age in the context of individual variables as defined in Decker’s (1981) 
analysis were also significant when discussing citizen-police contact, however, for different 
reasons.  When dealing with gender, women were more likely than men to perceive the police in 
a positive manner (Reisig & Giacomazzi, 1998).  Other studies stated gender did not have any 
significance in attitude towards police (Davis, 1990; Worrall, 1999).  Also, most of the research 
in the area of age overwhelmingly determined individuals of younger ages were more likely to 
have negative attitudes towards police than individuals of older ages (Brown & Coulter, 1983; 
Chandek, 1999; Kaminski & Jefferis, 1998; Murphy & Worrall, 1999; Worrall, 1999). Older 
citizens were also more likely to think police should deal with crime more aggressively than 
younger citizens (Hindelang, 1974).  This reinforced Block’s (1971) contention that people will 
support police more out of fear of crime rather than merely viewing the police in a positive and 
confident manner.     
Therefore, the observation of how citizens perceived the police was based upon a number 
of variables or areas that ranged from socioeconomic status to political affiliation to gender to 
age.  There was no set manner in which police could determine how a citizen would perceive 
them when initiating contact or when contact was initiated.  Research about public attitudes 
toward police could aid in the development of community-oriented policing practices that could 
help police in their contact with the public (Gnagey & Henson, 1995; Weisel, 1999). 
 Attitudes of Minorities towards Police  
Based on the literature, there may to be a pattern of ethnic/racial bias, strong enough to 
affect a community’s attitudes towards police (Banton, 1994; Tonry, 1994).  These external 
factors have led minority communities towards an attitude of distrust against the police and the 
criminal justice system as a whole (Weitzer, 2000).  Research stated an overwhelming majority 
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of African Americans and Caucasians in America believe the justice system should operate in a 
race neutral fashion and favor government intervention to ensure that end (Hagan & Albonetti, 
1982; Weitzer, 2000).  Surveys also consistently showed Caucasians believed less than African 
Americans that police discriminate against minority citizens (Weitzer & Tuch, 1999).  Weitzer 
(2000) stated African Americans were more likely to believe they were generally treated harsher 
than Caucasians and police racism against African Americans was common, which added to the 
negative attitude of police in minority communities.  Research also stated that minority citizens 
were more likely to perceive they get differential treatment from police on an institutional level 
(Havis & Best, 2004).  As a result of this negative attitude and perceptions, members of the 
African American community have less voluntary contact with police than other groups (Eller, 
Abrams, Viki, Imara, & Peerbux, 2007).     
Weitzer (2000) also stated that while race played a significant part in a community’s 
attitude of police, there were other variables.  Significant variables included neighborhood 
context and its relation towards attitude about police within the community.  He referenced a 
body of research suggesting neighborhood-related factors such as local crime rates, economic 
conditions, and patterns of policing may influence a citizen’s attitude towards police (Alpert & 
Dunham, 1988; Sampson & Bartusch, 1998; Weitzer, 1995; Weitzer, 2000).  Due to perceived 
police bias, African American neighborhoods felt they received inferior treatment, which 
included substandard quality of services and harsher police actions towards community residents 
(Weitzer, 2000).   
In order to determine the validity of this observation, Wietzer studied the attitudes of 
three neighborhoods.  The data from this study was collected as part of a larger analysis of 
police-citizen relations in Washington D.C. in 1996-1997 (Weitzer, 2000).  Residents from two 
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predominantly African American neighborhoods and one Caucasian neighborhood were 
interviewed in depth using a face-to-face survey administered by a trained data collector of the 
same ethnic/racial background as the respondent-with a response rate of 169 confirmed 
interviews. Data from the 1990 Census was used in order to identify neighborhoods or tracts 
which met the criteria. 
The three neighborhoods were identified as follows: “Cloverdale” (a Caucasian middle-
class tract); “Merrifield” (an African American middle-class tract); and “Spartanburg” (an 
African American lower-class tract).  The response rates were as follows for each of the tracts: 
Cloverdale (59 percent), Spartanburg (49 percent) and Merrifield (41 percent).  The 
neighborhoods were located in separate areas of the city and Cloverdale and Merrifield were 
considered affluent while Spartanburg was considered a disadvantaged tract (Weitzer, 2000).  
Crime rates were low in the two affluent tracts while Spartanburg had a homicide rate six times 
higher than the two other areas.   
According to Weitzer (2000), the crime rates were consistent with neighborhood attitudes 
in which 80 percent of Spartanburg stated crime was a serious problem.  Spartanburg residents 
were also more likely to express dissatisfaction with police (47 percent in Spartanburg, 28 
percent in Merrifield, and 26 percent in Cloverdale), and were more likely to believe in order to 
have a good police department, more than half the officers would have to be fired (40 percent, 22 
percent, and 14 percent respectively).  Spartanburg residents were also more likely to state police 
stopped residents without proper reason (35 percent, 5 percent, and 11 percent), verbally abused 
neighborhood residents (35 percent, 7 percent, and 9 percent), and used excessive force (28 
percent, 4 percent, and 6 percent). 
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In his study, Weitzer (2000) concluded race appeared to be an important predictor of 
citizen attitude toward police and that resident explanation of crime rates also fell along 
ethnic/racial lines.  When African American crime was mentioned as a factor, Caucasians 
viewed this as justification for police treating African Americans differently while African 
Americans disputed that link.  This manner of thinking overwhelmingly condensed and 
summarized the research concerning minority communities’ attitudes of police.  In terms of 
minority groups and attitudes towards police, African Americans have been the most commonly 
studied group and as such have generated a body of work that essentially stated African 
Americans were more likely to negatively perceive police than Caucasians (Benson, 1981; 
Brown & Coulter, 1983; Hagan & Albonetti, 1982; Huang & Vaughn, 1996).  Also, researchers 
have observed a number of reasons for their attitudes, starting with African Americans were five 
times more likely to report being maltreated by the police (Walker, 1999; Weitzer & Tuch, 
1999).  As the African American population of an area increased, negative interactions with 
police also increased (Apple & O’Brien, 1983).  In situations where African Americans 
perceived their neighborhood negatively, they also perceived police negatively (Jesilow et al., 
1995). 
There may be some explanations for citizen attitude of police, specifically where 
ethnic/racial background was concerned, especially among the African American community as 
a whole (Brown & Benedict, 2002).  One reason could be the larger the number of residents in a 
community or in an area, the more opportunity to associate with others that have had negative 
interactions with police and then to share them with one another (Apple & O’Brien, 1983).  A 
second reason could also be that as more minorities inhabit the same neighborhood, there could 
be an increase of hostile exchanges between residents and police, making it more likely to either 
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witness or be a part of a negative experience, thereby leading towards negative feelings towards 
police (Apple & O’Brien, 1983).  Studies also indicated African Americans were more likely to 
live in deteriorating neighborhoods, which can lead not only to negative attitudes about their 
surroundings, but also to more dissatisfaction with police than Caucasian citizens (Cao, Frank, & 
Cullen, 1996).  As the population rates for minority citizens’ increase and Caucasian 
demographics remain the same, the definition of race will change and it was possible attitudes of 
police will change as well (Brown & Benedict, 2002).      
Weitzer and Tuch (1999) attempted to determine if class played a significant role in 
attitudes concerning police utilizing an alternate variant of conflict theory, which stated middle 
class African Americans and Caucasians should hold more favorable opinions of police than 
working class African Americans and Caucasians.  In this study, Weitzer and Tuch (1999) 
analyzed survey data on ethnic/racial attitudes at three levels: 1) treatment of individual African 
Americans and Caucasians; 2) treatment of African American and Caucasian neighborhoods; and 
3) national issues of police racism against African Americans and ethnic/racial discrimination in 
the larger criminal justice system.   
The data for this study was gathered from three sources: a 1995 CNN/USA Today/Gallup 
race relations survey with 1,225 respondents, a 1993 CNN/USA Today/Gallup survey on 
attitudes towards crime with 1,244 respondents and a 1995 NBC News/The Wall Street Journal 
survey on race relations with 1,465 respondents for a total of 3,934.  Overall, the authors used 
five indicators of respondents’ perceptions of ethnic/racial discrimination by police and the 
criminal justice system. 
Weitzer and Tuch (1999) concluded African American respondents expressed far greater 
dissatisfaction with both the criminal justice system in general and with police than Caucasian 
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respondents.  The authors stated the fifth question was the single-most revealing measure of 
African Americans' attitudes towards police.  This question surveyed their attitude of how 
widespread the discrimination was.  For this question, 80 percent of African Americans viewed 
racism among police as very or fairly common while a smaller percentage of Caucasian 
respondents concluded the same-clearly symbolizing the differences in attitudes towards police 
between minority and majority communities. 
Male and Female Attitudes towards Police  
One of the most conflicted areas of citizen attitudes towards police is how gender affects 
interactions between women, men and police (Brandl et al., 1994; Brown & Benedict, 2002).  
Research has been consistent in its inconsistency to support any significant findings in whether 
or not gender played a significant factor in attitudes towards police (Brandl et al., 1994; Brown 
& Benedict, 2002; Taylor et al., 2001).  While research indicated that support among young 
people towards police was not widespread mostly because most research has been completed on 
older adults, it should also be noted that most significant research in gender attitudes towards 
police has been done on males or in an overall manner when gender was used as a factor that 
explained attitude (Hurst, McDermott, & Thomas, 2005).  It should also be stated the most 
notable significance about gender and police was the fact that research has no consensus on what 
role gender plays in citizen attitudes. 
Overall, the inconsistencies in the findings concerning gender and police ranged over a 
wide spectrum.  Some research indicated women held more favorable attitudes than males 
(Brandl et al., 1994; Cao et al., 1996) while other research found that men viewed the police 
more favorably (Correia, Reisig, & Lovrich, 1996; Gourley, 1954).   In other research, it was 
discovered men were more likely than women to think police used too much force (Jefferies, 
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Kaminski, Holmes, & Hanley, 1997).  In research conducted in New Zealand, women were more 
likely than men to be satisfied with how police handled situations (Jonas & Whitfield, 1986).  
Still other research indicated that gender did not play a significant role in citizen attitudes 
towards police (Benedict, Brown, & Bower, 2000; Chermak, McGarrell, & Weiss, 2001; Davis, 
1990; Griffiths & Winfree, 1982; Jesilow et al., 1995; Sampson & Bartusch, 1998; Worrall, 
1999).  Several reasons may be attributed to this wide range of findings.   
 The differences in research could include-but were not limited-to the differences in 
offending rates of men versus women (Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 1992).  In instances where 
citizen-police interactions were mandatory, men may attract attention in far greater numbers than 
women and statistically, men far outnumbered women when it came to offending (Mays & 
Winfree, 2000).    Other explanations may also be attributed to differences in gender 
socialization, social control through parental supervision, and gender role expectations (Hartjen 
& Kethineni, 1993).  Another reason, which was an all-encompassing rationale, was that police 
may be choosing to exercise their discretion differently for female suspects than male suspects, 
which could account for the more favorable attitudes in some of the literature (Black & Smith, 
1981).  In addition, officer discretion may lead to less female-police contact and if it was made, 
may lead to a willingness to warn, release and transport rather than arrest (Chesney-Lind & 
Shelden, 1992).  The significance of gender continued to be an area of great interest and 
discussion among researchers since it has not been established as a factor in citizen attitudes 
towards police. 
Student Attitudes towards Police  
At Officer Training School in Montgomery, Alabama, the Air Force trained its officers 
that ‘perception was reality.’  In this age of technological advancements, perceptions or attitudes 
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in general were no longer influenced by personal experience.  Attitude was now also influenced 
by external sources such as television, satellite radio, news and the internet (Bailey & Hale, 
1998).  In dealing with societal institutions, the area where external sources had the most 
influence appeared to be the criminal justice system, most notably police (Kappeler, Blumberg, 
& Potter, 1996; Surrette, 1992).  Research on police, specifically when dealing with attitudes 
towards the police, indicated perception based on what police should or should not do can and 
did affect citizen-police contact (Carte, 1973; Decker, 1981; Glauser & Tuller, 1985; Walklate, 
1992).   
No group better exemplified Packer’s (1968) theory of crime control versus due process 
than young people.  As it was stated in previous sections, students have had to fight legal battles 
in order to ensure they maintained the same due process rights as adults (Esposito & Stormer, 
1989; Young & Gehring, 1988).  Literature asserted police played a significant role for young 
people as the ‘gatekeepers’ for law enforcement’s response to crime in that they have the 
ultimate discretion of arrest (Bazemore & Senjo, 1997; Siegal & Senna, 1994).   
This judgment and the potential implications for the future of youth within the criminal 
justice system have created a unique relationship between young people and police.  Factors 
influencing this relationship could include a misunderstanding of police intent and the police role 
in police-young persons’ interactions (Guarino-Ghezzi, 1994).  The study of police contact could 
have long-term relevance since research has indicated that early contacts with social agencies 
such as the police could affect future decisions to utilize them (Keane, Gillis, & Hagan, 1989).  
Studies also seemed to indicate that attitudes towards police might be linked not only to personal 
interaction, but also to a more global attitude of police based on group perception (Brandl et al., 
1994).   Overall, the public’s attitude towards police appeared to be favorable, with some 
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exceptions based on race, age, community context and police interactions (Griffiths & Winfree, 
1982; Jefferson & Walker, 1993; Winfree & Griffiths, 1977).   
For example, minority students were more likely to express unfavorable attitudes towards 
police than Caucasian students (Mirande, 1980).  The mere mention of police to a focus group 
comprised of African American students was enough for the researchers to observe deep hostility 
towards police by the group when discussing community (Walker, 1999).  In one study 
conducted by Levin & Thomas (1997), video tapes of a person being arrested were shown to a 
group of students; the study found African American students were more likely than the 
Caucasian students to have negative attitudes towards police.  This was especially true when the 
officers were Caucasian and the suspect African American (Levin & Thomas, 1997). 
Since most studies have been limited to African American and Caucasian communities, 
the study of other ethnic groups yielded results suggesting the groups may hold different 
attitudes towards police (Davis, 1990; Reisig & Parks, 2000).  Some studies indicated Hispanics 
and African Americans held a less favorable attitude towards police than Caucasians (Hadar & 
Snortum, 1975).  Davis (1990) found Hispanics had a more favorable attitude than African 
Americans living in New York City, while Sampson and Bartusch (1998) discovered in their 
research that while African Americans and Hispanics held identical views of police, other racial 
groups such as Asians held different, less favorable attitudes towards police.  The research has 
observed that while race has played a consistent factor, the variable of gender has consistently 
yielded mixed results (Taylor et al., 2001).   
Conflict Theory and Attitudes towards Police 
The characteristics of both Simmel’s work in conflict theory and realistic group conflict 
theory could be observed in recent research in student attitudes towards law enforcement.   
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Studies indicated young people were less likely to hold favorable attitudes towards police (Hurst 
& Frank, 2000) and tended to be more negative of police than other authority figures in their 
lives such as parents (Levy, 2001).  Early attitudes towards police by young people tended to 
have longer- lasting effects on their relationships with social control agencies (Leiber et al., 1998) 
and had a greater degree of cynicism than other populations within society (Taylor et al., 2001).  
In his writings, Bobo (1983) observed hostility with other groups was dependent not only on 
competition for resources, but also on the extent of self- identity and group membership.  Some 
literature concluded young people may be behaving in accordance with the realistic group 
conflict theory of group membership and have begun to maintain an ‘us versus them’ mentality 
when dealing with law enforcement (Hall & Jefferson, 1977).        
While conflict, theory for the purposes of this study, did not deal with an explanation of 
crime, it was used to exemplify the conflicts between groups within society.  This group hostility 
as defined in realistic group conflict theory could perhaps influence college students’ attitudes 
towards campus law enforcement.  Bobo (1983) stipulated that an individual could hold 
favorable attitudes towards other groups and still create social distance based on a perception of 
conflict.  This aspect of realistic group conflict theory could explain how some student 
populations could hold favorable opinions of law enforcement, but the overall population 
perception could be negative in accordance with the group’s thinking (Brandl et al., 1994; Davis, 
1990; Hurst & Frank, 2000; Levy, 2001).   
College students are young adults on the verge of an important transition between high 
school, college and into early adulthood; which also meant an increase in the diversity of people 
they would interact with (Dalton & Petrie, 1997).  Many institutions of higher learning were  
reporting an increase in enrollment, which also increased the populations numbers within 
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specific groups and could add to the ‘us versus them’ mentality that was the basic foundation of 
conflict theory as many groups vying for societal control and limited resources.  According to the 
U.S. Department of Education (2009), enrollment from 1997 to 2007 increased 26 percent: from 
14.2 million to 18.2 million students.  In breaking down this estimate, full- time students’ 
increased 34 percent, part-time students increased 15 percent, enrollment by women increased 29 
percent and male enrollment rose 22 percent.  Overall, there was also an increase of 33 percent 
of students under the age of 25, which coincided with the average undergraduate age at the 
studied university of 19-thereby adding another element of the ‘us versus them’ mentality based 
on age.  The U.S. Department of Education (2009) also showed a 32 percent increase in 
enrollment among minority students, the two largest ethnic/racial groups being African 
American (enrollment increase of 13 percent) and Hispanic (enrollment increase of 11 percent).  
The significant increases in student enrollment coupled with the increases among specific groups 
added to the creation of self- identity and group membership, making students more susceptible 
to being influenced in their decisions about other groups, specifically about their perceptions 
towards police.     
Since students were at such a critical crossroad, they may be more susceptible to the 
influence of their peers and group behaviors, norms, and values (Dalton & Petrie, 1997).  
According to research, students already arrive at college from a background where they self 
segregate into different groups, easily identifiable by behaviors and appearances (Brown, 
Dolcini, & Leventhal, 1997).  In the context of realistic group conflict theory, this type of 
behavioral aspect adds to the importance of group identification, which referred to self- identity 
and students’ perception within the group.  The theory according to Sherif (1979) stated that as 
the group becomes more important to the individual, it becomes necessary for the individual to 
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follow group norms and behaviors in order to maintain group acceptance and/or membership.  In 
the realm of college students and their attitudes towards campus law enforcement, group 
membership could influence student perception of the police as well as the conflict associated 
with the execution of group goals.       
 This could become a cycle in terms of the individual (college student) becoming more 
immersed into the group (the college sub-culture) to the extent of creating social distance from 
other groups (i.e. administration, etc), including campus law enforcement.  This could be done 
primarily based on the perceived competition for power and secondary to achieve the group’s 
goals.   Individuals in this status tended to become attached to their current situations, were loyal 
to the individuals who welcomed them into their ‘groups’ (whatever they may be) and resisted 
change to the group dynamic no matter what the circumstance (Schwartz, 2001).  This type of 
behavior or decision making process could be seen in the choices students made upon their 
arrival to campus, as they were somewhat vulnerable at this stage in life (Dalton & Petrie, 1997). 
Summary 
Since its inception, police have served a necessary function within society, and part of its 
evolution has been on the campuses of institutions of higher learning.  When dealing with an 
institution responsible for law enforcement, Sir Peel felt it was necessary to assign officers into 
specific zones (Pelfrey, 2004).  This practice can be seen not only in jurisdictions across 
America, but also in campus law enforcement with a specialized population: college students.  
As police have evolved throughout American history, the organization has changed to meet the 
needs of society, much like campus law enforcement working on college and university 
campuses.  
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With the advent of the community-oriented policing era, there was a renewed emphasis 
of placing tasks normally associated with police back on communities and local governments.  
The definition of police services broadened into conflict resolution, order maintenance, and 
provision of services along with a decentralization of the police organization (Kelling & Moore, 
1988).  Since community-oriented policing called for collaboration between police and 
communities, increased involvement by police managements became necessary (Kelling & 
Moore, 1988).  The functions changed to include more community involvement as police 
gathered information about the problems affecting the community, diagnosed its symptoms, and 
then devised solutions to meet the needs as best they could (Kelling & Moore, 1988).  There was 
also an importance placed on information-sharing between patrol and detective units to increase 
crime solutions and aid in solving the problems identified by the community.  Some broad 
outcomes to community-oriented policing were better quality of life, reduction of fear, and 
citizen satisfaction with police services (Kelling & Moore, 1988). 
The idea of campus law enforcement and academic settings seemed like strange peers, 
since their final goals and objectives were very different.  However, since its inception at Yale 
University in 1894, campus policing has been defining and re-defining its role on university and 
college campuses as well as in its interactions with students, faculty, staff and university 
administration.  Inherent to the creation of the first university police force was the continued 
conflict between the role of police, the responsibility of administration, and student attitude 
towards police (Gehrand, 2000b).  The primary goals of the Yale University police force was to 
protect the students, their property and all college property from injury, which then changed as 
the nation reflected political unrest and activism (Gehrand, 2000b; Gelber, 1972).   In their 
attempts to control protests, police often used forceful tactics; which perpetuated the violence 
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between police and students (Powell et al., 1994).  As administrators were forced to repair the 
damages done to campuses, they began to see the necessity of a police force trained in the needs 
and interests of the university or college (Bess & Horton, 1988).  Based on continued 
interactions between citizens and police, it became necessary to assess citizen attitudes towards 
police in order to preserve the relationship between society and police.   
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CHAPTER 3 
 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction   
It must be noted that the majority of prior research related to student perception of police 
has been completed with minorities and middle and/or high school students.  Existing literature 
appeared to indicate little research in the area of college students’ attitudes towards police, which 
makes this an understudied population.  While little research has been conducted on the attitudes 
of college students, no research has been completed about their confidence and utilization of 
campus law enforcement.  This study sought to add to the body of literature by reporting on this 
understudied population, college students attending a large, urban institution. 
Methodology 
This research study utilized the variables of confidence and utilization of campus police 
by college students.  Therefore, for this study, the following definitions were used:  (a) utilization 
was defined as a citizen’s willingness to call on police and to rely on them for assistance and 
support (Sigler & Johnson, 2002); and (b) confidence was defined as the representation of 
support for police as a government institution and the ability of society to trust in or rely on 
police (Cao et al., 1998; Dennis, 1976).   For any citizen to be confident in or utilize police, they 
must have credibility and reliability, therefore reinforcing the public’s expectations that the 
police will come if they were called (Proenca & Muniz, 2006).  This was referred to as 
‘subjective legitimacy’ or police authority as perceived by the public, thereby making confidence 
and utilization necessary functions (Tyler, 2005).  In order to accomplish its mandates of public 
safety and order maintenance, it was necessary for police to have the public’s confidence and 
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their willingness to utilize its resources or services (Eck & Rosenbaum, 1994; Ren et al., 2004).  
Therefore, the following methodology was employed for the research study.   
The university was chosen in a convenient, non-random manner and the measurement 
instrument and study implementation were approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at 
the University of Central Florida in November 2007 (See Appendix A).  The study itself 
employed a self-administered 21- item survey (See Appendix B) designed to measure student 
attitudes towards campus law enforcement in the areas of confidence and utilization.  Survey 
participants were at least 18 years of age and matriculated students at the implementation of the 
survey.  Participation in the survey was voluntary and no incentives were given by the professor 
or the researcher for completion of the survey by participants. 
Setting  
The university was a large Southern Association of Colleges (SACS) level 6 (four or 
more doctoral degrees), four-year research institution located in an urban city.  At the start of the 
2007-2008 academic year, there were 41,488 undergraduates and 7,211 graduate students 
enrolled for a total student population of 48,699.  For the purposes of the study, all students 
enrolled and matriculated at the university during the 2007-2008 academic year were included in 
the sample for data collection.  Potential respondents for the study were drawn from the 
undergraduate and graduate population of 48,699 with an average undergraduate age of 19 and 
an average graduate age of 30.   
 Within the umbrella of the university, there were 11 colleges: Arts & Humanities; 
Education; Engineering & Computer Science; Health & Public Affairs; Business Administration; 
Hospitality Management; Honors College; Medicine; Nursing; CREOL-Optics & Photonics; and 
the College of Sciences.  For the study, eight of the 11 colleges were chosen to be part of the 
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potential sample population.  The Honors College had about 1,700 students in its program, but its 
classes were included in the undergraduate catalog and were not a separate program; 
consequently, they were not surveyed.  The College of Hospitality Management was located on 
the west side of the city about 30 miles from the main university campus, and due to the lack of 
technology in survey implementation, this college was excluded.  The College of Medicine was 
the final college excluded, as it was not yet open at the time of the study and not due to intake its 
first class until the fall semester of 2009. 
Sampling Frame 
The sampling frame consisted of all undergraduate and graduate students from the 
colleges located at the main campus located on the east side of the city (See Table 1).  Of the 
total enrollment population, the students in the eight colleges chosen accounted for a potential 
sample population of 40,967.  It should be noted at this time that the original sample plan had to 
be altered due to the significant lack of response by faculty (to be explained later in this section).  
Table 1  
Colleges eligible for random sample frame (2007-2008 academic year) 
Colleges Student population per college 
Arts & Humanities 4,466 
Education 5,286 
Engineering & Computer Science 5,875 
Health & Public Affairs 5,273 
Business Administration 9,176 
Nursing 1,675 
CREOL-Optics & Photonics 127 
Sciences 9,089 
The original sample plan employed a mixture of sampling strategies, including 
purposeful (a set of respondents was picked based on a set of criteria), cluster (selecting clusters 
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from the population based on simple random sampling), systematic (selecting one unit on a 
random basis and choosing additional units at evenly spaced intervals), and simple random 
(choosing a unit in the population in a way that every unit has an equal chance of being selected).  
It was carried out in three stages.  Stage one consisted of a purposeful sample of the Colleges 
(i.e. clusters) within the university structure.  Once identified, stage two entailed a simple 
random sample of all programs within each College.  Table 2 represents the listings of the 
selected Colleges, number of programs, and the range of programs ultimately sampled. 
Table 2  
Colleges, number of programs, & number of sampled programs per college  
Colleges # of programs # of sampled programs 
Arts & Humanities 15 3-4 
Education 15 3-4 
Engineering & Computer Science 12 2-3 
Health & Public Affairs 12 2-3 
Sciences 11 2-3 
Business Administration 7 1 
Nursing 3 1 
CREOL-Optics & Photonics 2 1 
Total  N=77 N=15-17 
In the above illustration, all programs within each college were sampled proportionately.  
As it can be seen, this produced a number of programs ranging from two to fifteen, based on 
need.  Next, all programs within each college were listed alphabetically by program.  From these 
lists, three to four programs were chosen from the College of Arts and Sciences, one program 
was chosen from Business Education, and so forth and so on.  This resulted in a random sample 
of no less than 15 programs.   
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 Stage three required the identification of all live lecture classes within the 15-17 
programs that were offered during the spring 2008 semester from the university Registrar’s 
Office.  These classes were listed in alphabetical order and systematically sampled.  Based on the 
average enrollment for these classes, the desired sample size (for example, N=400) was divided 
by the average class size (to be determined) to identify the number of classes needed for survey 
administration.  For instance, if the average number of students within each class was 40 and a 
sample size of 400 was desired, then ten classes were systematically chosen to be administered 
the survey.  In anticipation of less-than-full participation and cooperation, two additional classes 
were randomly chosen to ensure desired sample sizes. 
Participant Selection 
Through the sampling strategies to ensure the sample was representative of the student 
population, 71 major-related and core education classes were identified from the eight colleges 
chosen (Arts & Humanities, Business Administration, Education, Engineering & Computer 
Science, Health & Public Affairs, College of Sciences, CREOL-Optics & Photonics, and 
Nursing).  From the classes offered to students during the spring 2008 semester, 71 classes (See 
Table 3) were chosen for the sample group by the researcher.  Once the classes were chosen, an 
email invitation (See Appendix C) was sent to every professor asking permission to survey the 
students during class time.      
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Table 3  
List of classes randomly chosen for participation (N=71) 
Academic Status Subject Class description College 
Graduate ART Digital Illustration CAH 
Graduate DIG Principles of Visual Language CAH 
Graduate LIT Movements of Literature CAH 
Graduate MVS Classical Guitar VI CAH 
Graduate PHI Philosophy of Language CAH 
Graduate THE American Theatre CAH 
Undergraduate AFA African American Experience CAH 
Undergraduate ART Design Fundamental Two CAH 
Undergraduate ENC Composition I CAH 
Undergraduate FIL Documentary Vision CAH 
Undergraduate SPN Adv Spanish Grammar & Comp CAH 
Undergraduate AMH U.S. History: 1877-Present CAH 
Undergraduate JST Modern Hebrew Culture CAH 
Undergraduate MUL Intro to Music History Lit CAH 
Undergraduate PHI Introduction to Philosophy  CAH 
Graduate ACG Advanced Managerial Accounting CBA 
Graduate ECO Economic Analysis of the Firm CBA 
Graduate MAN Organizational Behavior CBA 
Graduate MAR Strategic Marketing Management CBA 
Undergraduate ACG Accounting Information Systems CBA 
Undergraduate GEB Introduction to INT Business CBA 
Undergraduate MAN Entrepreneurship CBA 
Undergraduate MAR Marketing Strategy CBA 
Undergraduate ISM Info Technology Management CBA 
Graduate CCJ Foundation of Law Enforcement COHPA 
Graduate SPA Fluency Disorders COHPA 
Graduate PAD Land Use and Planning Law COHPA 
Graduate SOW Diverse Client Populations COHPA 
Undergraduate RET Life Support Systems COHPA 
Undergraduate CCJ Crime in America COHPA 
Undergraduate SPA Intro to Amer Signs Language COHPA 
Undergraduate HSC Health Care Ethics COHPA 
Undergraduate PAD PA in American Society COHPA 
Undergraduate SOW Child Abuse: Treat and Prevent COHPA 
Graduate NGR Theory for ADV Pract Nursing CON 
Graduate ANG Seminar in Biological Anthro COS 
Graduate PCB Curr Res in Pop Genetic & Evol COS 
Graduate MAP Mathematical Modeling COS 
Graduate PSB Physiological Psychology COS 
Graduate SYD Race, Class & Env Justice COS 
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Undergraduate ANT Honors The Human Species COS 
Undergraduate BSC Biology I COS 
Undergraduate CHM Chemistry Fundamentals I COS 
Undergraduate COM Communication and the Family COS 
Undergraduate MAC College Algebra COS 
Undergraduate PHY College Phys I COS 
Undergraduate POS American National Government COS 
Undergraduate INP Industrial Org Psychology COS 
Undergraduate SYP Sociology of Alcoholism COS 
Undergraduate STA Principles of Statistics COS 
Graduate PET Adv Coaching Theory EDUC 
Graduate MHS Techniques of Counseling EDUC 
Graduate EDF Measur & Eval in Education EDUC 
Graduate EDG Principles of Instruction EDUC 
Undergraduate MHS Marriage Intimate Relationship EDUC 
Undergraduate SLS Strat for Success in College EDUC 
Undergraduate EDG Teach Strat Classroom Mgmt EDUC 
Graduate ENV Atmos Disper Modeling ENGR 
Graduate COT Design & Analysis Algorithms ENGR 
Graduate EEL Software Engineering II ENGR 
Graduate EEL Communication Theory ENGR 
Graduate ESI Experimental Design & Methods ENGR 
Graduate EML Finite Elem Mech Mat & Aerospa ENGR 
Undergraduate CWR Hydraulics ENGR 
Undergraduate COP Computer Science I ENGR 
Undergraduate EEL Introduction to Computer Eng ENGR 
Undergraduate EGN Engineering Concepts & Methods ENGR 
Undergraduate STA Probability and Stat for Eng ENGR 
Undergraduate EMA Experimental Tech Mechanics MA ENGR 
Undergraduate CET Digital Systems ENGR 
Graduate OSE Interference and Diffraction OPTIC 
Once permission had been obtained, a trained data collector was dispatched to the 
classroom to administer the survey.  When the data collector was in the classroom, the class was 
read a brief explanation in the form of a script (See Appendix D).  Once the purpose of the study 
1
                                                 
 
was explained to the class, the data collector invited students 18 and older to participate in the 
study.  No incentives were given for participation in the survey.  Students under the age of 18 
were not invited to participate, as that would require a consent form signed by their parent or 
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legal guardian.  The total time for completion of the survey was approximately 10-15 minutes so 
there was minimal intrusion on the professor’s class time.   
However, as it has been noted, the original plan had to be altered due to the lack of 
faculty participation in the data collection plan.  Once the sample plan was created and the 
classes chosen, 71 emails were sent to professors asking permission to enter their classes.  Of the 
71 email requests, ten professors replied to the email request, six professors gave permission to 
survey their classes (See Table 4); and four professors did not give permission.  The remaining 
61 professors did not communicate with the primary researcher, either to deny permission or 
merely reply to the email.  As a result, the decision was made to alter the original sample plan 
and move into a non-random design.   
Table 4  
List of classes that participated (N=6) and number of completed surveys per class (N=131) 
Academic Status Subject Class Description  College  # of surveys 
Graduate  DIG Principles of Visual Language CAH 11 
Undergraduate ENC Composition I CAH 11 
Undergraduate SOW Child Abuse: Treat & Prevent COHPA 16 
Undergraduate ANT Honors The Human Species COS 41 
Undergraduate SLS Strat for Success in College EDUC 18 
Undergraduate EMA Experimental Tech Mechs  ENGR 34 
Using a secondary sample plan, data collection took place across the university’s main 
campus at locations such as the student union, the classroom building and retail spaces on 
campus, where students were observed congregating.  The data collector approached students in 
large groups and asked if they were willing to complete a survey.  If the student agreed, the data 
collector read the script and implemented the survey.  If the student said no, the data collector 
thanked them for their time and moved to the next student.  As in the original sample design, no 
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incentives were offered for the completion of the survey.   The primary sample design yielded 
131 completed surveys and the secondary method yielded 262 completed surveys for an overall 
total of 393 (N=393) completed surveys.  
Statement of Problem 
The current study sought to examine four important questions in the context of citizen 
attitudes towards law enforcement, specifically college students and campus police in the areas 
of confidence and utilization.  Therefore, based on the review of literature, the following 
questions were generated for this study: 
 
1. Are students’ confident that campus police are carrying out their duties? 
2. Are students likely to utilize campus law enforcement? 
3. Does student confidence in campus law enforcement affect utilization?  
4. What student groups are more or less likely to utilize campus police? 
Based on existing literature, this research study has been designed to test the following 
hypotheses: 
H1: Student confidence in campus law enforcement is positively correlated with their 
utilization of campus law enforcement. 
H2: Women are more likely to utilize campus police than men. 
H3: Students of color are less likely to utilize campus police than other students. 
H4: Students who live on campus are more likely to utilize campus police than those 
living off campus. 
Data Analysis 
The data was handled with discretion and confidentiality by the principal researcher.  All 
information, data, and materials accumulated during the study were locked in a cabinet, where 
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access was limited to only the principal researcher.  The data collected underwent analysis using 
the Predictive Analytics Software (PASW) (formerly known as the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences) statistical software, under the supervision of the dissertation committee.  
Assuming a normal distribution of the data at the interval/ratio level, the analysis included 
descriptive/demographic statistics, a correlation model, a probability model, and Spearman’s 
correlation analysis.  The research involved several independent variables including ethnic/racial 
background, gender, living location and their impact on the dependent variables of confidence 
and utilization.  The objective of the correlation model was to determine if there was a 
relationship between student confidence and its effect on utilization of campus police.  
Probability models were created to determine what groups were more or less likely to utilize 
campus police and its resources/services.   
Data was gathered and reported on nine independent variables: sex, age, gender, 
ethnic/racial background, class standing (classification of year in school), enrollment status (full-
time or part-time), financial status (whether financially independent or dependent), yearly 
income (financially independent), yearly income (financially dependent) and living location.  
Hypothesis number one stated that student confidence in campus law enforcement was positively 
correlated with their utilization of campus law enforcement.  Analysis of this hypothesis required 
conducting correlation analysis between student confidence of campus police and student 
utilization of university police and its services, using the five-student confidence variables 
(conad, conpr, conhl, concal, condu) and five-student utilization variables (util, utsvr, utcam, 
vicus, comut).  In making the data analysis more robust, non-parametric tests were also 
conducted on hypothesis one utilizing Spearman’s correlation analysis, making no distributional 
assumption. 
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Hypotheses two, three and four asked which groups were more likely to utilize campus 
police based on the three independent variables of gender (female), ethnic/racial background and 
living location.  For this, a probabilistic utilization model to test hypothesis two through four was 
developed and estimated.  The dependent variables in this model were the five utilization 
variables, i.e., util, utsrv, utcam, vicus, and comut.  Since the value these variables take can be 
ordered, an ordered probability model was applied.  The independent variables were gender 
(female), ethnic/racial background and living location.   
The basis of this model was to determine what group was more or less likely to utilize 
campus police, and the base categories were removed to ensure the analysis could be completed 
and the high degree of correlation explained.  For the variables with more than two attributes, the 
effect on the probability of utilizing campus police being in one category relative to a reference 
or base category was estimated.  For gender, the effect on the probability of utilizing campus 
police being a female participant (relative to being a male participant) was also estimated.    For 
the location variable, the reference group was the university main campus.   For the ethnic/racial 
variable, the Caucasian race group was used as a base category. The ethnic group American 
Indian or Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander was combined with the ‘Other’ 
race group. This was done because the sample contained only one case for each of these groups, 
thereby creating five ethnic/racial groups (Caucasian, Black or African American, Asian, 
Hispanic or Latino, and ‘Other’-American Indian or Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander).  However, the base categories had to be dropped from the results table in order to 
avoid problems of multi-collenearity between the categories. 
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Summary 
 In completing literature searches, there appeared to be little research in the area of college 
students’ attitudes towards police, which makes this an understudied population.  This study 
sought to add to the body of literature by reporting on the population, specifically in the areas of 
confidence and utilization of campus police.  In researching student attitudes in the areas of 
confidence and utilization, the study used a self-administered 21- item survey (See Appendix B) 
and survey participants were randomly selected from the student population of a SACS level 6, 
four-year research institution.  Since participation was voluntary, no incentives were given for 
completion of the survey by students.    
  While the original data collection design included randomly surveying classes, the 
sample plan had to be altered due to the lack of faculty participation in granting permission for 
the data collector to enter their classes.  Using both the primary plan and then the necessary 
secondary plan, a total of 393 completed surveys were collected for the research study.  After the 
data collection, the PASW (formerly known as SPSS) statistical software was utilized for data 
analysis.  Assuming a normal distribution of the data at the interval/ratio level, the analysis 
included descriptive/demographic statistics, a correlation model, a probability model, and 
Spearman’s correlation analysis.  The research involved several independent variables, including 
ethnic/racial background, gender, living location and their impact on the dependent variables of 
confidence and utilization.  The objective of the correlation model was to determine if there was 
a relationship between student confidence and its effect on utilization of campus police, while 
the probability models were created to determine what groups were more or less likely to utilize 
campus police and its resources/services.   
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CHAPTER 4 
 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Introduction  
The present study explored student attitudes towards campus law enforcement in the 
areas of confidence and utilization.  In completing the study’s purposes, the following four 
research questions were asked: (1) whether students were confident that campus police were 
carrying out their duties; (2) if students were likely to utilize campus law enforcement; (3) to 
identify which student groups were more or less likely to utilize campus law enforcement; and 
(4) to determine if student confidence affected utilization.  The study employed a 21-item self-
administered survey (See Appendix B), which was designed to measure student attitudes towards 
campus law enforcement in the areas of confidence and utilization.  The university was chosen in 
a convenient, non-random manner and the measurement instrument and study implementation 
were approved by the Institutional Review Board in November 2007 (See Appendix A).    This 
chapter presents results from the data analysis in relation to the study hypothesis and sample 
characteristics. 
Setting 
The participants of the study were drawn from the student population at a large urban 
university, which in the fall semester of 2007 had a total student population of 48,699 (consisting 
of 41, 488 undergraduates and 7,211 graduate students).  Under its auspices, the university had 
11 colleges, but due to reasons explained in chapter three, only eight of the 11 colleges were 
chosen to participate in the study.  In reducing the number of colleges, the survey respondents 
were then randomly drawn from a potential sample population of 40,967.     
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 Once the sampling frame was determined, specific classes within each of the programs 
were randomly selected.  Then a data collector entered the class to solicit participation in the 
survey with the professor’s prior permission.  All survey respondents had to meet specific 
criteria in order to complete the survey.  For example, they had to be matriculated students at the 
university and 18 and older in order to alleviate the need for parental consent. 
Demographic and Population Characteristics 
The survey gathered data on nine independent variables: sex, age, gender, ethnic/racial 
background, class standing (classification of year in school), enrollment status (full-time or part-
time), financial status (whether financially independent or dependent), yearly income (financially 
independent), yearly income (financially dependent) and living location.  Table 5 presents all the 
demographic information of the survey participants accompanied by frequency distribution and 
cross-tabulation analysis.   
Table 5  
Demographic characteristics of survey participants (N=393). 
Variable Label Frequency Percentage 
Gender Male 191 48.6 
 Female 201 51.1 
 Missing 1 0.3 
    
Age 18-22 306 77.9 
 23-27 67 17.0 
 28-32 5 1.3 
 33-37 3 0.8 
 38-42 3 0.8 
 43-47 2 0.5 
 Missing 7 1.7 
    
Ethnic background White 259 65.9 
 Black or African American 57 14.5 
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 American Indian or Alaskan 
Native 
1 0.3 
 Asian 12 3.1 
 Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1 0.3 
 Hispanic or Latino 46 11.7 
 Other 15 3.8 
 Missing 2 0.4 
    
Class standing Freshman 31 7.9 
 Sophomore 55 14.0 
 Junior 131 33.3 
 Senior 144 36.6 
 Graduate 29 7.4 
 Missing 3 0.8 
    
Enrollment status Full- time 361 91.9 
 Part-time 26 6.6 
 Missing 6 1.5 
    
Financial status Financially independent 132 33.6 
 Financially dependent 256 65.1 
 Missing 5 1.3 
    
Financially 
independent 
0-10000 29 7.4 
 10001-20000 34 8.7 
 20001-30000 17 4.3 
 30001-40000 6 1.5 
 40001-50000 6 1.5 
 50001-60000 3 0.8 
 60001-70000 3 0.8 
 70001-80000 0 0 
 80001-90000 0 0 
 90001-higher 2 0.5 
 Missing 293 74.5 
    
Financially dependent 0-10000 78 19.8 
 10001-20000 33 8.4 
 20001-30000 4 1.0 
 30001-40000 1 0.3 
 40001-50000 0 0 
 50001-60000 0 0 
 60001-70000 2 0.5 
 70001-80000 0 0 
 80001-90000 0 0 
 90001-100000 3 0.8 
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 100001-110000 0 0 
 110001-120000 1 0.3 
 120001-higher 1 0.3 
 Missing 270 68.6 
    
Living location Main Campus 146 37.2 
 University-affiliated 69 17.6 
 Off campus housing 106 27.0 
 At home with family 41 10.4 
 Other  24 6.1 
 Missing 7 1.7 
Note:  Participants did not complete all survey items, reflected in the missing category 
Of the 393 respondents, 48.6 percent were men and 51.1 percent were women, which 
closely paralleled the gender breakdown across the university, where 48 percent of students were 
men and 51 percent of students were women.  The age group most typically associated with 
traditional college students (i.e. 18-22 years old) completed the highest number of surveys at 
77.9 percent (N=306).  The next-highest age group range was between 23-27 years of age, which 
accounted for 17.0 percent (N=67).  The rest of the age group ranges accounted for the remaining 
3.4 percent, which reflected those between 28-47 years of age (N=13).     
 For the study, 65.9 percent (N=259) of participants reported they were Caucasian, which 
was the largest racial group to complete the survey.  Of the other students that completed the 
survey, the next largest group reported was Black or African American (N=57) at 14.5 percent.  
The Hispanic or Latino group rounded out the third largest ethnic, under-represented group at 
11.7 percent (N=46).  Other groups that completed the ethnic/racial profile of the survey: Asian 
students comprised 3.1 percent (N=12), American Indian or Alaskan Native and Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander comprised 0.6 percent (N=2).  A comparison of the numbers reported 
for the variable of ethnic/racial background by the participants can be seen from the 2007-2008 
academic year (in which the data collection occurred), the current 2009-2010 academic year and 
the sample population percentages (See Table 6).  
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Table 6  
Comparison of ethnic/racial groups from 2007-2008 (year of data collection), 2009-2010 
(current academic year) and the sample population 
Racial/Ethnic Background University 
2007-2008 
University 
2009-2010 
Sample 
2007-2008 
White 67 65 65.9 
Black or African American  8.5 9 14.5 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 0.4 1 0.3 
Asian 4.9 6 3.1 
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0 0 0.3 
Hispanic/Latino 12.9 14 11.7 
Other**  3 3 3.8 
Note: Data taken from the 2007 university fact sheet and the 2009 university fact sheet.  The numbers may add to 
more than the total population and the percentages may add to more than 100 percent because individuals may 
report more than one race.  
 
 On the survey instrument, items 16 and 17 measured student class standing and 
enrollment status.  The largest class-standing group to participate in the survey were seniors, who 
accounted for 36.6 percent (N=144), followed by juniors at 33.3 percent (N=131).  Graduate 
students (N=29) were least represented at 7.4 percent as were freshmen (N=31) at 7.9 percent, 
with sophomores (N=55) at 14.0 percent.  In terms of enrollment status, 91.9 percent reported 
they were full- time students (N=361) while 6.6 percent stated they were part-time students 
(N=26).  Therefore, the typical student that completed the survey was a full- time undergraduate 
student with enough academic credits to be considered either a junior or a senior.  
 One item asked if the student was either financially independent or dependent with 33.6 
percent (N=132) stating they were independent and 65.1 percent (N=256) indicating financial 
dependence.  Another item asked how much the student made if they were financially 
independent, and on this question, out of 393 respondents, only 25.4 percent (N=100) provided 
information, while 74.6 percent (N=293) did not report on this item.  There were similar results 
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for item 20, which asked how much their family earned if the student was financially dependent. 
On this item, only 31.3 percent (N=123) provided a response, while 68.7 percent (N=270) gave 
no response at all.  Overall, the yearly income for those who were financially independent ranged 
from $10,000-$20,000.  For those who were financially dependent, the yearly income ranged 
from $0-$10,000. 
 Approximately thirty seven percent (N=146) of the students surveyed indicated they lived 
in university housing, which was comprised of the Apollo, Libra, Lake Claire, Hercules Nike and 
Towers communities and were all located on the university’s main campus in the eastern part of 
the city.  While a high majority reported they lived off campus in other living locations not 
affiliated with the university (27.0 percent, N=106), 17.6 percent (N=69) stated they lived in 
university-affiliated housing, comprised of either Pegasus Landing, Pegasus Pointe or the Rosen 
campus (located 30 miles from the university’s main campus).  Some respondents lived at home 
with their families (10.4 percent, N=41) while 6.1 percent (N=24) had other living arrangements 
not specified on the survey.  In the analysis that follows, correlation, probability and regression 
methods were applied to test the research hypotheses.     
 Based on existing literature, this research study was designed to test the following 
hypotheses:  
H1: Student confidence in campus law enforcement is positively correlated with their 
utilization of campus law enforcement. 
H2: Women are more likely to utilize campus police than men. 
H3: Students of color are less likely to utilize campus police than other students. 
H4: Students who live on campus are more likely to utilize campus police than those 
living off campus. 
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Hypothesis One  
Hypothesis number one stated that student confidence in campus law enforcement was 
positively correlated with their utilization of campus law enforcement. Testing this hypothesis 
required conducting correlation analysis between student confidence of campus police and 
student utilization of university police and its services. Five-student confidence variables and 
five-student utilization variables were observed and recorded. 
Confidence in campus police was measured by the following five variables: (1) how 
confident students are that campus police would assist with problems/concerns (conad), (2) 
campus police would address problems or concerns (conpr), (3) campus police are helpful to 
victims of crimes (conhl), (4) would call campus police in an emergency on campus and they 
would help (concal), and (5) confidence in campus police to carry out their duties (condu).  The 
five utilization items were measured by the following variables: (1) whether student utilized 
campus police by reporting a crime (util), (2) whether students would utilize services provided 
by campus police (utsvr), (3) whether students have utilized police while on campus (utcam), (4) 
whether students would utilize campus police if they were victims of crime or needed assistance 
(vicus), and (5) whether the university community utilizes campus police to solve 
problems/concerns (comut).  Each of these variables were measured on a five-point Likert scale 
of one to five with 1 = never, 2 = almost never, 3 = sometimes, 4 = often, and 5 = always.  
It was reasonable to assume that if students were confident about campus police, they 
would utilize them. This observation would be shown by a positive correlation between the 
confidence variables and the utilization variables.  Table 7 presents the correlation results. The 
results indicated that the relationship between student confidence and actual utilization of 
campus police in general was not significant (r = 0.8, p > .05).  However, students’ confidence 
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that campus police would assist with problems/concerns was positively and significantly 
correlated to actual use of campus police while on the university campus (r = .12).   
Table 7  
Correlations between student confidence and utilization of campus police (N=393) 
  util utsrv utcam vicus comut 
conad  Pearson 
Correlation 
.086 .087 .123(*) .540(**) .575(**) 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .088 .087 .015 .000 .000 
 N 391 391 390 392 387 
       
conpr Pearson 
Correlation 
.011 .056 .082 .528(**) .591(**) 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .832 .270 .107 .000 .000 
 N 391 391 390 392 387 
       
conhl Pearson 
Correlation 
.012 .061 .098 .556(**) .630(**) 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .810 .231 .053 .000 .000 
 N 390 390 389 391 386 
       
concal Pearson 
Correlation 
-.020 .091 .072 .658(**) .487(**) 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .699 .072 .155 .000 .000 
 N 392 392 391 393 387 
       
condu Pearson 
Correlation 
-.017 .061 .043 .602(**) .517(**) 
 Sig. (2-tailed) .735 .229 .393 .000 .000 
 N 392 392 391 393 387 
** correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); * correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-
tailed). 
Students also showed through their survey responses that they would utilize campus 
police if they were victims of crime or needed assistance.  This was evidenced by the significant 
(p < .01) and positive correlation between each of the student confidence variables and the 
conditional utilization of campus police (vicus).  The magnitude of the correlations ranged from 
0.52 between conad (campus police would assist with problems/concerns) and vicus (would 
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utilize campus police if victims of crime or needed assistance) to 0.65 between concal (calling 
campus police in an emergency and they would help) and vicus.  Finally, a significant and 
positive correlation was observed between the university community’s utilization of campus 
police to solve problems/concerns (comut) and all the confidence variables. The strength of the 
correlations ranged from 0.49 between concal and comut to 0.63 between conhl (campus police 
are helpful to victims of crime) and comut. 
Spearman’s correlation analysis was a non-parametric measure of statistical 
independence between two variables; therefore, it assumed that the data did not come from a 
normal distribution.  A test of normal distribution of the utilization and confidence variables has 
rejected the assumption of normality for all except for the comut (the university community 
utilizes the campus police to solve problems/concerns) variable (See Appendix E).  Therefore, 
non-parametric correlation analysis was conducted (See Table 8).  Non-parametric tests make no 
distributional assumption about the variables, thereby, testing the robustness of the results. The 
analysis determined that neither one of the significant correlations in Table 7 was any more 
significant in Table 8.  This was the correlation between utcam (students have utilized campus 
police while on campus) and conad (confidence that campus police address problems or 
concerns).  The correlation between all of the confidence variables and the conditional utilization 
of campus police remained unchanged.  The same was also true about the correlation between 
the university community’s utilization of campus police to solve problems/concerns (comut) and 
all the confidence variables. In general, therefore, the observed correlations were cognizant of 
changes in the assumption about the probability distributional of the variables. 
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Table 8  
Non-parametric correlations of confidence and utilization variables (N=393)    
  util utsrv utcam vicus comut 
conad Correlation 
Coefficient 
.055 .045 .089 .526(**) .561(**) 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .282 .374 .080 .000 .000 
  N 391 391 390 392 387 
       
conpr Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.006 -.006 .030 .542(**) .573(**) 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .904 .906 .556 .000 .000 
  N 391 391 390 392 387 
       
conhl Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.007 .001 .055 .560(**) .611(**) 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .896 .991 .283 .000 .000 
  N 390 390 389 391 386 
       
concal Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.039 .052 .036 .702(**) .481(**) 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .443 .304 .482 .000 .000 
  N 392 392 391 393 387 
       
condu Correlation 
Coefficient 
-.027 .001 -.003 .645(**) .496(**) 
  Sig. (2-tailed) .593 .980 .951 .000 .000 
  N 392 392 391 393 387 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
The first hypothesis stated that student confidence in campus law enforcement was 
positively correlated with their utilization of campus law enforcement.  Did the overall results in 
Tables 7 and 8 confirm this hypothesis?  Answers to this question might depend on whether 
students referred to the actual utilization or hypothetical utilization of campus police.  It 
appeared that student utilization of campus police was not dependent upon their confidence in 
campus law enforcement.  The statistical analysis observed students would consider using 
campus law enforcement if they needed assistance or were victims of crime, but based upon their 
  
 86 
responses, these same students had not utilized campus law enforcement (to any significant 
degree). 
Development of Models for Hypotheses Numbers Two, Three, Four 
Which particular groups were more likely to use campus police? Were women more 
likely to utilize campus police than men? Were students of color more likely to utilize campus 
police than other students?  Were students who live on campus more likely to utilize campus 
police than students living off campus?   To answer these questions, the present study estimated 
a model of utilization of campus police using multiple linear regression techniques.   
For this, a probabilistic utilization model to test hypotheses two through four was 
developed and estimated.  The dependent variables in this model were the five utilization 
variables, i.e., util, utsrv, utcam, vicus, and comut.  Since the value these variables take can be 
ordered, an ordered probability model was applied.  The independent variables were gender 
(female), class, age group, ethnic/racial background, location, and enrollment status.   
Gender and enrollment status were used as dummy variables.  For gender, the effect on 
the probability of utilizing campus police being a female participant (relative to being a male 
participant) was also estimated.  For enrollment status, the effect on the probability of utilizing 
campus police being a full- time student was also estimated.  For the variables with more than 
two attributes, the effect on the probability of utilizing campus police being in one category 
relative to a reference or base category was estimated.  In this model, the reference category was 
the first category of each of the categorical variables.   
 For the location variable, the reference group was the university main campus. For the 
class variable, the freshman class was used as the base category. For the race variable, the 
Caucasian race group was used as the base category. The ethnic group American Indian or 
  
 87 
Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander was combined with the ‘Other’ group. 
This was done because the sample contained only one case for each of these ethnic/racial groups, 
thereby creating five groups (Caucasian, Black or African American, Asian, Hispanic or Latino, 
and ‘Other'-American Indian or Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander). 
Participants whose age was greater than 27 years old were put under one age group, 
called age group >27.  This was done because there were not many participants whose ages were 
older than 27 (there were 13 cases total).  Based on the transformed data, there were three age 
groups, namely 18-22, 23-27, and >27. The 18-22 age group was used as the base group whereas 
the effects of the other two age groups were assessed.  The base categories were not presented in 
the results table, though, because they had to be dropped in order to avoid perfect collinearity 
between the categories.  The basis of this model was to determine what group was more or less 
likely to utilize campus police, and the base categories were removed to ensure the analysis 
could be completed and the high degree of correlation could be explained.    
The complete estimation models are shown in Tables 9 through 13.  The tables contained 
estimation results for each of the five utilization variables.  In each table, the first and second 
columns showed the names of the independent variables and the corresponding estimated 
categories, column three presented the estimated coefficients; and column four was the standard 
errors associated with each coefficient.  Asterisk signs alongside the coefficients indicate 
significant results. The cut1 to cut4 parameters were response specific thresholds (constants).  
Since the dependent responses were scaled from one to five, there were four estimated constants.  
At the bottom of each table, there are statistics on the overall validity of the estimated model.  It 
could be seen from these statistics that the overall model results were valid, and thus data 
analysis could proceed to interpret the significant estimates in each table.  
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Table 9  
Ordered probit, dependent variable: I utilized campus police by reporting crimes (N=378) 
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Gender Female participant                  0.198 0.131 
    
Class Sophomore                           0.749* 0.372 
 Junior                              0.829* 0.363 
 Senior                              1.055** 0.361 
 Graduate                            1.208** 0.432 
    
Age group age group: 23-27                    -0.591** 0.193 
 age group: >27                      -8.060*** 0.214 
    
Ethnic background Black or African American           0.194 0.174 
    
 Asian                               0.222 0.330 
 Hispanic or Latino                  0.299 0.476 
 Other, American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, and Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
-8.121*** 0.206 
    
Location University-affiliated                      -0.306 0.176 
 Off-campus housing                  -0.852*** 0.176 
 At home with family                 -2.107*** 0.431 
 Other location                      -1.190*** 0.333 
    
Enrollment Full- time enrollment                  0.309 0.282 
    
Thresholds Cut1_constant 1.112** 0.419 
 Cut2_constant 1.540*** 0.425 
 Cut3_constant 2.254*** 0.438 
 Cut4_constant 2.759*** 0.449 
 N                                   378  
 Log pseudolikelihood -379.97  
 Pseudo R2                           0.118  
 Chi-square                          11231.071  
 Prob>chi2 0.000  
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
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Table 10  
Ordered probit, dependent variable: I have utilized services provided by campus police (N=377) 
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Gender Female participant                  0.222 0.129 
    
Class Sophomore                           0.580* 0.277 
 Junior                              0.422 0.268 
 Senior                              0.501 0.274 
 Graduate                            0.671 0.362 
    
Age group age group: 23-27                    -0.564** 0.207 
 age group: >27                      -0.188 0.625 
    
Ethnic background Black or African American           0.321 0.164 
 Asian                               -7.685*** 0.363 
 Hispanic or Latino                  0.518 0.365 
 Other, American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, and Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
0.640*** 0.164 
    
Location University-affiliated                      -0.210 0.168 
 Off-campus housing                  -0.898*** 0.168 
 At home with family                 -1.376*** 0.289 
 Other location                      -0.388 0.315 
    
Enrollment Full- time enrollment                  0.295 0.292 
    
Thresholds Cut1_constant 0.618 0.374 
 Cut2_constant                                1.069** 0.378 
 Cut3_constant                                1.645*** 0.379 
 Cut4_constant                                2.080*** 0.386 
 N                                   377.000  
 Log pseudolikelihood -438.01  
 Pseudo R2                           0.087  
 Chi-square                          3447.843  
 Prob > chi2                         0.000  
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
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Table 11  
Ordered probit, dependent variable: I have utilized campus police while on the university 
campus (N=377) 
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Gender Female participant                  0.111 0.127 
    
Class Sophomore                           0.501 0.325 
 Junior                              0.806* 0.321 
 Senior                              0.719* 0.317 
 Graduate                            0.908* 0.392 
    
Age group age group: 23-27                    -0.580** 0.193 
 age group: >27                      -0.402 0.598 
    
Ethnic background Black or African American           0.134 0.166 
 Asian                               -0.676* 0.282 
 Hispanic or Latino                  0.136 0.248 
 Other, American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, and Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
-9.097*** 0.199 
    
Location University-affiliated                      -0.622*** 0.174 
 Off-campus housing                  -1.208*** 0.166 
 At home with family                 -1.635*** 0.284 
 Other location                      -1.212*** 0.328 
    
Enrollment Full- time enrollment                  0.073 0.227 
    
Thresholds Cut1_constant 0.100 0.340 
 Cut2_constant                                0.654 0.346 
 Cut3_constant                                1.312*** 0.355 
 Cut4_constant                                1.859*** 0.366 
 N                                   377  
 Log pseudolikelihood -453.99  
 Pseudo R2                           0.111  
 Chi-square                          4840.293  
 Prob > chi2                         0.000  
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
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Table 12  
Ordered probit, dependent variable: If I was a victim of crime or needed help, I would utilize 
campus police (N=378) 
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Gender Female participant                  0.148 0.114 
    
Class Sophomore                           -0.084 0.282 
 Junior                              -0.044 0.235 
 Senior                              -0.162 0.242 
 Graduate                            -0.250 0.328 
    
Age group age group: 23-27                    0.332* 0.169 
 age group: >27                      0.189 0.407 
    
Ethnic background Black or African American           -0.382** 0.139 
 Asian                               -0.104 0.275 
 Hispanic or Latino                  -0.109 0.432 
 Other, American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, and Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
-1.506*** 0.160 
    
Location University-affiliated                      0.279 0.165 
 Off-campus housing                  -0.180 0.147 
 At home with family                 -0.043 0.189 
 Other location                      -0.022 0.304 
    
Enrollment Full- time enrollment                  -0.168 0.223 
    
Thresholds Cut1_constant -1.886*** 0.354 
 Cut2_constant                                -1.549*** 0.338 
 Cut3_constant                                -0.814* 0.329 
 Cut4_constant                                -0.028 0.325 
 N                                   378  
 Log pseudolikelihood -502.72  
 Pseudo R2                           0.023  
 Chi-square                          304.235  
 Prob > chi2                         0.000  
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
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Table 13  
Ordered probit, dependent variable: University community utilizes campus police to solve 
problems/concerns (N=372) 
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Gender Female participant                  0.123 0.115 
    
Class Sophomore                           0.174 0.258 
 Junior                              0.127 0.243 
 Senior                              0.137 0.244 
 Graduate                            -0.227 0.300 
    
Age group age group: 23-27                    0.245 0.152 
 age group: >27                      0.170 0.223 
    
Ethnic background Black or African American           -0.083 0.158 
 Asian                               -0.846*** 0.242 
 Hispanic or Latino                  0.177 0.349 
 Other, American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, and Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
-1.881*** 0.197 
    
Location University-affiliated                      0.170 0.155 
 Off-campus housing                  -0.370* 0.160 
 At home with family                 -0.276 0.175 
 At home with family                 -0.276 0.175 
 Other location                      -0.181 0.232 
    
Enrollment Full- time enrollment                  -0.236 0.185 
    
Thresholds Cut1_constant -2.529*** 0.348 
 Cut2_constant                                -1.450*** 0.287 
 Cut3_constant                                -0.045 0.281 
 Cut4_constant                                1.089*** 0.289 
 N                                   372  
 Log pseudolikelihood -454.04  
 Pseudo R2                           0.024  
 Chi-square                          274.356  
 Prob > chi2                         0.000  
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
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Hypothesis Number Two 
Based upon development of the model above, hypothesis two was assessed and analyzed.  
Hypothesis two stated that women were more likely to utilize campus police than men.  Tables 
14 to 18 indicated that the gender of the participant had no significant effect on the probability of 
utilizing campus police across all of the utilization variables: student utilized campus police by 
reporting a crime (util), student utilized services provided by campus police (utsvr), student has 
utilized campus police while on the university’s campus (utcam), students would utilize campus 
police when they were victims of crime or needed assistance (vicus), and the university 
community utilizes the campus police to solve problems/concerns (comut).  This means that both 
male and female participants are equally likely to utilize or not utilize campus police. 
Table 14  
Ordered probit, independent variable: gender, dependent variable: I have utilized campus police 
by reporting crimes (N=392)  
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Gender Female participant                  0.198 0.131 
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
Table 15  
Ordered probit, independent variable: gender, dependent variable: I have utilized services 
provided by campus police (N =392)  
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Gender Female participant                  0.222 0.129 
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
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Table 16  
Ordered probit, independent variable: gender, dependent variable: I have utilized campus police 
while on campus (N=392)  
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Gender Female participant                  0.111 0.127 
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
Table 17  
Ordered probit, independent variable: gender, dependent variable: If I was a victim of crime or 
needed help, I would utilize campus police (N=392) 
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Gender  Female participant                  0.148 0.114 
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
Table 18  
Ordered probit, independent variable: gender, dependent variable: University community 
utilizes campus police to solve problems/concerns (N=392)  
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Gender Female participant                  0.123 0.115 
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
 
Hypothesis Number Three 
Hypothesis three stated that students of color were less likely to utilize campus police 
than other students. The results showed that there was an ethnic/racial effect on the probability of 
utilizing campus police, but the results were not consistent across the five probability models.  In 
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Table 19, it can be noted, as compared to Caucasians, the ‘Other’ ethnic group was less likely to 
utilize campus police by reporting a crime.  However, there was no difference in the probability 
of utilizing campus police by reporting a crime between Caucasian students, Asian students, 
Black or African American students, and Hispanic or Latino students.  
Table 19  
Ordered probit, independent variable: ethnic/racial background, dependent variable: I have 
utilized campus police by reporting crimes (N=391) 
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Ethnic background Black or African American           0.194 0.174 
 Asian                               0.222 0.330 
 Hispanic or Latino                  0.299 0.476 
 Other, American Indian or 
Alaskan Native and Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
-8.121*** 0.206 
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
Table 20 indicated that Asian students were less likely to utilize services provided by 
campus police than Caucasian students, but the other ethnic/racial groups (Black or African 
American and Hispanic or Latino) were more likely to utilize services provided by campus 
police than Caucasian students.  In Table 21, it was noted Asian students and the ‘Other’ ethnic 
group were less likely to utilize campus police while on the university campus.  In Table 22, as 
compared to Caucasian students, Black or African American students, and the ‘Other’ ethnic 
group were less likely to utilize campus police if they were victims of crimes or needed 
assistance.  The results confirmed the hypothesis that students of color (Black or African 
American, Asian, Hispanic or Latino, and ‘Other’-American Indian or Alaskan Native and 
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Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander) were less likely to utilize campus police than Caucasian 
students.  
Table 20  
Ordered probit, independent variable: ethnic/racial background, dependent variable: I have 
utilized services provided by campus police (N=391) 
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Ethnic background Black or African American           0.321 0.164 
 Asian                               -7.685*** 0.363 
 Hispanic or Latino                  0.518 0.365 
 Other, American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, and Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
0.640*** 0.164 
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
Table 21  
Ordered probit, independent variable: ethnic/racial background, dependent variable: I have 
utilized campus police while on the university campus (N=391) 
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Ethnic background Black or African American           0.134 0.166 
 Asian                               -0.676* 0.282 
 Hispanic or Latino                  0.136 0.248 
 Other, American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, and Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
-9.097*** 0.199 
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
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Table 22  
Ordered probit, independent variable: ethnic/racial background, dependent variable: If I was a 
victim of crime or needed help, I would utilize campus police (N=391) 
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Ethnic background Black or African American           -0.382** 0.139 
 Asian                               -0.104 0.275 
 Hispanic or Latino                  -0.109 0.432 
 Other, American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, and Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
-1.506*** 0.160 
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
Hypothesis Number Four 
Hypothesis number four stated that students who lived on campus were more likely to 
utilize campus police than students living off campus.  The results showed that there was a 
location effect on the probability of utilizing the campus police, but results varied across the five 
models. In Table 23, as compared to students located on the university’s main campus (Apollo, 
Libra, Lake Claire, Hercules, Nike, Towers), students located in off campus housing (not 
affiliated with university housing), at home with family, and other locations were less likely to 
utilize campus police by reporting a crime.  There was no significant difference in the likelihood 
of utilizing campus police by reporting a crime between students located on the main campus 
and at university-affiliated locations. 
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Table 23  
Ordered probit, independent variable: living location, dependent variable: I have utilized 
campus police by reporting crimes (N=386)  
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Location University-affiliated                      -0.306 0.176 
 Off campus housing                  -0.852*** 0.176 
 At home with family                 -2.107*** 0.431 
 Other location                      -1.190*** 0.333 
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1%  
 
Table 24 showed students located in off campus housing and at home with family were 
less likely to utilize services provided by campus police. There was no significant difference in 
the likelihood of utilizing campus police in this way between students located on main campus 
housing, affiliated housing, and in other locations.  In Table 25, it was observed that the 
likelihood of utilizing campus police while on campus was higher for students located in 
university-affiliated housing, off campus, at home with family, and other locations, but was still 
significantly lower than students located in the university’s main campus housing. Table 26 
indicated there was no significant effect of location on the probability of utilizing campus police 
if students were victims of crimes or needed assistance.  Therefore, the results confirmed 
hypothesis four, stating that students who live in the university’s main housing communities 
(Apollo, Libra, Lake Claire, Hercules, Nike, Towers) were more likely to utilize the campus 
police than those living in either university-affiliated housing (Pegasus Landing, Pegasus Pointe, 
Rosen), other off campus housing locations, at home with family, or any other locations. 
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Table 24  
Ordered probit, independent variable: living location, dependent variable: I have utilized 
services provided by campus police (N=386)  
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Location University-affiliated                      -0.210 0.168 
 Off-campus housing                  -0.898*** 0.168 
 At home with family                 -1.376*** 0.289 
 Other location                      -0.388 0.315 
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
Table 25  
Ordered probit, independent variable: living location, dependent variable: I have utilized 
campus police while on the university campus (N=386)  
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Location University-affiliated                      -0.622*** 0.174 
 Off-campus housing                  -1.208*** 0.166 
 At home with family                 -1.635*** 0.284 
 Other location                      -1.212*** 0.328 
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
Table 26  
Ordered probit, independent variable: living location, dependent variable: If I was a victim of 
crime or needed help, I would utilize campus police (N=386) 
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Location University-affiliated                      0.279 0.165 
 Off-campus housing                  -0.180 0.147 
 At home with family                 -0.043 0.189 
 Other location                      -0.022 0.304 
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
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Summary    
In other results of the data analysis, it was seen in Table 9 to Table 10 and Table 9 to 
Table 11 that, as compared to the base age group, the age group 23-27 were less likely to utilize 
campus police by reporting crime, utilize services provided by the university, or to have utilized 
campus police while on campus.  However, they were more likely to utilize campus police if 
they were victims of crimes or needed assistance. 
Hypothesis number two stated that women were more likely to utilize campus police than 
men.  It was observed from the data (Tables 14-18) that gender appeared to have no significant 
effect on the probability of the variable comut (the university community utilizes campus police 
to solve problems/concerns).  Hypothesis number three stated students of color were less likely 
to utilize campus police than other students. Table 27 showed that Asian students and the ‘Other’ 
ethnic group (American Indian or Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander) were 
less likely to think that the university community utilizes campus police to solve 
problems/concerns. 
Table 27  
Ordered probit, independent variable: ethnic/racial background, dependent variable: University 
community utilizes campus police to solve problems/concerns (N=391)  
Variable name Categories Coefficient Standard errors 
Ethnic background Black or African American           -0.083 0.158 
 Asian                               -0.846*** 0.242 
 Hispanic or Latino                  0.177 0.349 
 Other, American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, and Native 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 
-1.881*** 0.197 
* significant at p=10%; ** significant at p=5%; *** significant at p=1% 
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Hypothesis number four stated that students who live on the university’s main campus 
housing communities (Apollo, Libra, Lake Claire, Hercules, Nike, Towers) were more likely to 
utilize campus police than those living off campus.  The results showed that students living in off 
campus locations (university-affiliated, off campus housing, at home with family, other living 
locations) were less likely, although weakly (p = .10), to think the university community utilizes 
campus police to solve problems/concerns. 
In summary, the results observed some evidence in support of hypothesis three and 
hypothesis four (although somewhat weak in this study), but not in support of hypothesis two.  
This study intended to analyze college students and campus law enforcement within the areas of 
confidence and utilization.  It hypothesized positive correlations between student utilization of 
campus police and student confidence in campus law enforcement. The likelihood of utilizing 
campus police services was expected to be higher among female students than male students, 
students of color than Caucasian students, and students who live on campus than those who live 
off campus.  Results showed significant differences between student confidence and the intention 
to use law enforcement if students were victims of crime or needed assistance.  Data analysis 
also indicated that students of color and students living off campus were less likely to use 
campus law enforcement than another groups identified in the study.  
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CHAPTER 5 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary and Discussions of the Findings 
The following section will summarize the findings for the data collected during the 
survey implementation and then analyzed using the PASW (formerly known as SPSS) statistical 
software in response to hypotheses one, two, three, and four.   
Hypothesis Number One 
 The most prominent finding regarding hypothesis one was the difference between the 
actual and hypothetical utilization of campus law enforcement by students.  Using the five 
confidence variables (conad, conpr, conhl, concal, condu) and the five utilization variables (util, 
utsrv, utcam, vicus, comut), correlation matrixes were created and analyzed.  The primary finding 
was that student utilization did not appear to be dependent upon confidence in police.  However, 
based upon survey responses, it also appeared that those same students had not utilized campus 
police or police services to any significant extent.  The research findings in hypothesis one 
appear to have a constant theme that runs in the writings of Skolnick (1966) and Packer (1968), 
which were the concepts of actual use of law enforcement versus the hypothetical use of law 
enforcement.   
 In Skolnick’s 1966 analysis of law and order, the discussion focused on the 
distinguishing aspects between the theory of law and the practices of law enforcement.  In his 
analysis, Skolnick (1966) wrote about the distinction between the concepts of ideal law 
enforcement and its actual procedures.  Packer (1968) continued this train of thought in his 
creation of two justice process models: the crime control model versus the due process model.   
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 The two seemingly competing models (crime control versus due process) highlighted the 
inherent conflicts between protecting citizens’ rights and maintaining social control and order 
through law enforcement.  In the crime control model, some aspects included 1) the repression of 
crime should be the most important function of criminal justice; 2) police powers should be 
expanded in the areas of investigation, search, arrest, and conviction; and 3) there should be a 
presumption of guilt instead of innocence if the police make an arrest and charges were filed.  
Within the due process model, there were contrasting aspects which conflicted in values from the 
crime control model, and these included 1) to provide fundamental fairness under the law; 2) 
police powers should be limited to protect citizens from oppression; and 3) a person should be 
found guilty not only upon the basis of facts, but also if the facts were legally obtained.  This 
value conflict between citizens rights (due process) and social control (crime control) has the 
potential ability to create either negative or positive attitudes towards law enforcement, 
specifically in the areas of utilization and confidence.   
 In comparison to Packer’s models, the findings within hypothesis one seemed to 
exemplify this value conflict between the theory and practice of law enforcement in the areas of 
confidence and utilization.  As discussed by Skolnick (1966) and Packer (1968), the study 
findings appeared to follow similar concepts of actual utilization versus hypothetical utilization 
of campus police by college students and whether confidence affected that.  The results indicated 
actual use of campus law enforcement by students was not statistically significant, which can be 
linked back to the idea between the actual versus hypothetical use of law enforcement as 
evidenced by the results.  In other results, student confidence that campus police would assist 
with problems/concerns was significantly correlated to actual use of campus police while on the 
university campus.  In the correlation matrix, two utilization variables (comut, viscus) were 
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positively and significantly correlated with the confidence variables (conad, conpr, conhl, 
concal, condu), indicating that students would utilize campus police if they were victims of 
crime or needed assistance and they agreed that the university community utilized campus police 
to solve problems and address concerns.  There were similar results when non-parametric 
analysis (Spearman’s correlation analysis) was completed on the data, reinforcing the idea that 
utilization of campus police did not appear to be dependent upon student confidence in campus 
police.  However, it should again be noted that, while students stated they would utilize the 
campus police, the survey respondents had not utilized them or their services to any significant 
extent; strengthening the argument between actual and hypothetical utilization.     
Hypothesis Number Two 
 Based on the literature review, hypothesis two sought to test whether women were more 
likely to utilize campus police than men.  For the gender variable, a probabilistic utilization 
model was developed and estimated.  The dependent variables in this model were the five 
utilization variables (util, utsrv, utcam, vicus, comut), and the independent variable was gender 
(more specifically, female).  In the creation of the probability model, the effect on the probability 
of utilizing campus police based on gender was estimated.  The results of the research study 
appeared to indicate that gender did not have a significant effect on the probability of utilizing 
campus police by the students who participated in the survey.   Overall, there were no significant 
findings in any of the utilization variables (util, utsrv, utcam, vicus, comut) and gender.  
Therefore, neither male nor female students were more or less likely to utilize campus police, 
services or resources.     
 In a review of the literature, gender seemed to be a variable that could affect attitudes 
towards police, sometimes positively and other times negatively.  Some research indicated 
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women appeared to have less confidence in police than men (Hurst & Frank, 2000; Ren et al., 
2004).  In one particular study, the findings also indicated this attitude might be explained by 
neighborhood culture and race (Ren et al., 2004).  Other research stated that male victims of 
crime were more likely to utilize police than female victims (Avakame, Fyfe, & McCoy, 1999).  
In still other research, it was determined women were more likely than men to perceive police in 
a positive manner (Elmer & Reicher, 1987; Reisig & Giacomazzi, 1998).  Earlier research 
appeared to state gender had no significant effect on attitudes towards police (Davis, 1990; 
Rigby, Schofield, & Slee, 1987).  The findings in this study lend support to previous findings 
that the probability of utilizing campus police seems to be unrelated to gender.       
Hypothesis Number Three 
 An on-going concern in the criminal justice field is citizen attitudes towards police when 
ethnic/racial background becomes a variable in the equation.  In a continuation of the literature, 
hypothesis three sought to determine if students of color utilized campus police more or less 
frequently than other students.  Which particular ethnic/racial groups were more likely to use 
campus police? Were students of color more likely
 By way of review, dependent variables in this model were the five utilization variables 
(util, utsrv, utcam, vicus, comut) and the independent variable was ethnic/racial background.  For 
the race variable, the Caucasian group was used as a base category. The ethnic group American 
Indian or Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander was combined into the ‘Other’ 
ethnic group.  This was done because the sample contained only one case for each of these 
 to utilize campus police than other students?   
To answer these questions, the present study estimated a model of utilization of campus police 
using multiple linear regression techniques.  For this, a probabilistic utilization model to test 
hypothesis three was developed and estimated.   
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groups, thereby creating five ethnic/racial groups (Caucasian, Black or African American, Asian, 
Hispanic or Latino, and ‘Other’-American Indian or Alaskan Native and Native Hawaiian/Pacific 
Islander).  Overall, the research findings were mixed.  At times, they differed and at times they 
followed the literature concerning citizen attitudes towards police based on ethnic/racial 
background, specifically in the areas of confidence and utilization. 
 According to the research results, there appeared to be an ethnic/racial effect on the 
probability of utilizing campus police.  However, the effect was not the same across the five 
models (util, utsrv, utcam, vicus, comut).  In the probability model with the dependent variable 
util, there was no difference between Caucasian, Black or African American, Asian, and 
Hispanic students.  Conversely, in the same model, the ‘Other’ ethnic group was less likely to 
utilize campus police by reporting a crime than the other ethnic/racial groups combined.   
 When the model estimated the probability using the dependent variable utsvr, Asian 
students were less likely to utilize services provided by campus police than Caucasian students.  
Along similar lines, when the probability model was estimated using the dependent variable 
utcam, Asian students and ‘Other’ students were less likely to utilize campus police while on the 
university’s campus.  Asians students were also less likely to think the university community 
utilizes campus police to solve problems and concerns when a probability model was created 
using the dependent variable comut.  This supported previous findings that indicated Asians have 
less confidence in police than any other ethnic/racial group (Lasley, 1994).  Sampson & Bartusch 
(1998) found that, while African Americans and Hispanics held similar views on police, Asians 
held less-favorable views of the police.  While it has been stated based on hypothesis one that 
confidence does not appear to have an effect on utilization of police, ethnic/racial background 
still appeared to have some impact on attitudes towards police as evidenced by the literature-
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which could affect a citizen’s attitude towards police, including whether to utilize police services 
or not (Benson, 1981; Brown & Coulter, 1983; Hagan & Albonetti, 1982; Tonry, 1994; Weitzer, 
2000).   
In using the dependent variable utsvr to create a probability model, the results indicated 
that while Asian students were less likely to utilize campus police services than Caucasian 
students, the findings showed African American and Hispanic students were more likely to 
utilize campus police services than Caucasian students.  This supported the findings of a 
National Institute of Justice study, which found that, while 63 percent of Caucasians compared to 
31 percent of other citizens expressed confidence in police, Hispanics fell in the middle (Lasley, 
1994; Tyler, 2005).  Also in the literature, minority citizens were more likely to call the police 
for services than Caucasian citizens (Avakame et al., 1999).   
However, in contrast to that finding, other research findings in the present study indicated 
that when a probability model was created using the dependent variable util, African American 
and ‘Other’ students were less likely to utilize campus police if they were victims of crime or 
needed assistance.  These findings were consistent with studies where minorities (most notably 
African Americans) believed they were treated harsher by police than Caucasian citizens and less 
likely to call police (Weitzer, 2000).  In addition to that, the literature also indicated that African 
Americans felt they received more inferior treatment by police, which included poorer quality of 
services, than Caucasians (Samson & Bartusch, 1998; Weitzer, 2000).  Minority students were 
more likely to express unfavorable attitudes towards police than Caucasian students (Mirande, 
1980), which could affect minority attitudes toward citizens calling police if they needed 
assistance.  In a study that utilized focus groups, the mere mention of the word ‘police’ was 
enough for the researchers to observe deep hostility by minority students towards police when 
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discussing community (Walker, 1999).  Overall, these findings appeared to indicate that in all the 
probability models using the dependent variables (util, utsrv, utcam, vicus, comut) and in line 
with the literature, students of color were overall less likely to utilize campus police than 
Caucasian students.   
Hypothesis Number Four 
The literature was silent in determining if the living location of students (university 
housing, off campus housing, apartment complexes, private residences, etc) has an effect on 
utilization of campus police.  To establish a foundation, hypothesis four sought to determine if 
students who lived on campus were more likely to utilize campus police than those living off 
campus.  Were students who live on campus more likely
 Much like hypothesis three, there was a location effect on the probability of utilizing 
campus police, but results varied across the five models.  In the probability model using the 
dependent variable util, students living in off campus housing, at home with family, and other 
locations were less likely to utilize campus police by reporting a crime.  Within the same model, 
there was no statistically significant relationship between university housing and university-
affiliated housing.  Using the dependent variable utsvr, the models showed that those living off 
campus and at home with family were less likely to utilize services by campus police.  For the 
same model, university housing, university-affiliated housing and other locations had no 
statistical difference in the utsvr variable model.   
 to utilize campus police than students 
living off campus?   To answer this question, the present study estimated a model of utilization 
of campus police using probit analysis techniques.  The dependent variables in this model were 
the five utilization variables (util, utsrv, utcam, vicus, comut) and the independent variable was 
living location.  For the location variable, the reference group was the university main campus. 
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The probability model using the utcam dependent variable yielded surprising results.  
There was a higher likelihood that students living in university-affiliated housing, off campus, at 
home with family and other locations would utilize campus police while on campus than students 
living in university housing.  In the variable vicus probability model, the effect of location on 
utilizing campus police if students were victims of crimes or needed assistance was insignificant.  
These results confirmed that students living in university housing were more likely to utilize 
campus police than those in other living locations.  Overall, the conclusions were not surprising 
considering there were some jurisdictional issues.  This university’s campus police only 
completed patrols and rounds at university on-housing and university-affiliated housing, which 
would explain why there was statistical significance in the models dealing with those specific 
living locations.    
Research Limitations 
In completing this research, several limitations need to be discussed at this time.  To start 
with, there were two items on the survey instrument (See Appendix B) that appeared to cause 
significant confusion among the survey participants.  To clarify, item 18 required the participants 
to respond about their financial independence or dependence.  This particular question did not 
appear to cause any confusion among the students (See Table 28).  Most participants were able 
to interpret the question as observed by the missing data.  Only five students did not answer this 
question or 1.3 percent of the participants (N=5).   
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Table 28  
Demographic results of item 18: financial independence or dependence (N=393) 
Variable Label Frequency Percentage 
Financial status Financially 
independent 
132 33.6 
 Financially 
dependent 
256 65.1 
 Missing 5 1.3 
Note:  Participants did not complete all survey items, reflected in the missing category 
 
 However, the follow-up survey items (19 and 20) specifically asked about how much 
personal income each participant estimated based upon the previous response (item 18), which 
was directly related to whether they were financially independent or dependent.  Item 19 asked: 
‘If you are financially independent, please specify your yearly income [$__________]’ and item 
20 asked: ‘If you are financially dependent, please specify the yearly amount [$____________].’  
In reviewing the results, it became apparent this item appeared to cause great confusion among 
the participants completing the survey (See Tables 29-30).  Out of the 393 completed surveys, 
for the results of item 19, 74.5 percent (N=293) and for item 20, 68.6 percent (N=270) did not 
answer this question.   
 Prior to administering the survey, a pilot study was conducted by giving the survey to 11 
participants in order to test for reliability and validity.  In both reviewing the survey and asking 
each participant individually, items 19 and 20 did not appear to give any problems nor did the 11 
participants report not understanding them.  Based on the feedback from the pilot test, there were 
no concerns about the questions.  Therefore, the survey was administered, with items 19 and 20 
as they were written.    
 There could be several reasons why these questions were not answered, which could 
include-but were not limited-to people’s natural reluctance to discuss financial matters.  
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However, based on some of the responses written on the survey, the overriding factor appeared 
to be confusion on the part of the participant when completing the survey.  For future 
implementation and research, survey items 19 and 20 should be revised to prevent confusion and 
obtain richer demographic data concerning income. However, it should be noted that despite the 
confusion regarding the two items, the overall results of the present study were unaffected since 
neither items 19 nor 20 (income demographics) were a part of the research questions or 
hypotheses.        
Table 29  
Demographic results of item 19: If financially independent, specify your income (N=393) 
Variable Label Frequency Percentage 
Financially 
independent 
0-10000 29 7.4 
 10001-20000 34 8.7 
 20001-30000 17 4.3 
 30001-40000 6 1.5 
 40001-50000 6 1.5 
 50001-60000 3 0.8 
 60001-70000 3 0.8 
 70001-80000 0 0 
 80001-90000 0 0 
 90001-higher 2 0.5 
 Missing 293 74.5 
Note:  Participants did not complete all survey items, reflected in the missing category. 
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Table 30  
Demographic results of item 20: If financially dependent, specify your income (N=393) 
Variable Label Frequency Percentage 
Financially 
dependent 
0-10000 78 19.8 
 10001-20000 33 8.4 
 20001-30000 4 1.0 
 30001-40000 1 0.3 
 40001-50000 0 0 
 50001-60000 0 0 
 60001-70000 2 0.5 
 70001-80000 0 0 
 80001-90000 0 0 
 90001-100000 3 0.8 
 100001-110000 0 0 
 110001-120000 1 0.3 
 120001-higher 1 0.3 
 Missing 270 68.6 
Note:  Participants did not complete all survey items, reflected in the missing category. 
Another limitation of the study was the lack of cooperation on the part of faculty in 
implementing the data collection plan, thereby forcing the primary researcher to adjust the plan 
for gathering data.  The original sample plan employed a mixture of sampling strategies that was 
carried out in three stages.  Stage one consisted of a purposeful sample of colleges (i.e. clusters) 
within the university structure.  Once identified, stage two entailed a simple random sample of 
all programs within each college.  Stage three required the identification of all the live lecture 
classes within the chosen programs that were offered during the spring 2008 semester.  However, 
the primary plan had to be altered due to the lack of faculty participation in data collection.   
Once the classes were randomly chosen, 71 emails were sent to professors asking 
permission to enter their classes to survey students.  Of the 71 email requests, only ten professors 
replied to the email request and the remaining 61 professors did not communicate with the 
primary researcher, either to deny permission or reply to the email.  As a result, the decision was 
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made to alter the original sample plan and move to a convenience sample.  Using a secondary 
sample plan, data collection then took place across the university’s main campus, with the data 
collector asking random students to complete the survey.  The altering of the sample plan did not 
have a great affect on the data collection process as evidenced by the number of surveys 
collected.  The original sample design yielded 131 completed surveys and the secondary method 
yielded 262 completed surveys for a total of 393 (N=393) completed surveys.  However, the lack 
of faculty cooperation could have had a detrimental effect on the data collection and for future 
research.  The possibility of a lack of cooperation should be considered and a plan created to 
overcome such challenges if it becomes necessary.  
The final and most significant limitation of the research was perhaps the inability to 
generalize the findings in comparison to other public universities.  The research was completed 
at a large urban university, which at the time of the study had a population of almost 49,000 
students.  Currently, the university has a population of about 53,000 students, making it the 
largest university in its state.  This large student population and the location of the city could 
have an effect on the manner in which students viewed police while completing the survey.  
There were also some other factors that could have affected the findings.  These factors include 
the complications in the data collection, most notably the lack of cooperation by the faculty as 
well as some confusion by participants about the two survey questions.   
There were many variables that could affect findings at other universities.  For example, 
across the state, public universities have varying student populations that range in number from 
small to large and are scattered across rural, suburban and urban settings.  There are also 
differences in services offered and cultural diversity across universities.  In the actual 
administration of the survey, perhaps more cooperation by faculty and a better-written survey 
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might have produced different results.  This could explain whether students in other universities 
would have similar levels of confidence in their campus police and whether it affects their 
utilization.  Despite these concerns, there were some findings within the research that could be 
generalized as it pertained to gender, ethnicity and attitude toward police.   
Asian students were less likely to utilize services provided by campus police than 
Caucasian students and were less likely to utilize campus police while on the university’s 
campus.  Asian students were also less likely to think that university community utilizes campus 
police to solve problems/concerns when a probability model was created using the dependent 
variable comut.  This supports previous research findings that indicated Asians have less 
confidence in police than any other groups (Lasley, 1994) and held less- favorable views than 
other ethnic/racial groups (Sampson & Bartusch, 1998).   
The results of the research study appeared to indicate that gender did not have a 
significant effect on the probability of utilizing campus police. Overall, there were no significant 
findings between the utilization variables and gender.  Therefore, both male and female students 
were equally likely to either utilize or not utilize campus police.  Previous researchers indicated 
that women appeared to have less confidence in police than men (Hurst & Frank, 2000; Ren et 
al., 2004).  In other research, it was determined that women were more likely than men to 
perceive police in a more positive manner (Elmo & Reicher, 1987; Reisig & Giacomazzi, 1998).  
Earlier research appeared to indicate gender had no significant effect on attitude towards police 
(Davis, 1990; Rigby, Schofield, & Slee, 1987).  Therefore, it can be observed that while some of 
the findings cannot be generalized, other findings can be to some extent: specifically in the areas 
of ethnicity/race and gender.   
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Conclusions 
 For the research findings, in using the five confidence variables (conad, conpr, conhl, 
concal, condu) and the five utilization variables (util, utsv, utcam, vicus, comut), correlation 
results suggested that student utilization did not appear to be dependent upon confidence in 
police.  However, based upon survey responses, it also appeared those same students reported 
not having utilized campus law enforcement resources or services to any significant extent.  The 
results indicated that significant findings were based more on theoretical utilization of campus 
law enforcement than on actual utilization.  The findings followed a train of thought evolving 
from Skolnick (1966) and Packer (1968).   
 There were similar results when non-parametric analyses were run on the data, 
reinforcing the idea that utilization of campus police did not appear to be dependent on student 
confidence in campus police.  In other data analyses, both utilization variables (comut, viscus) 
were positively and significantly correlated with the confidence variables (conad, conpr, conhl, 
concal, condu).  This suggests that students would utilize campus police if they were victims of 
crime or needed assistance.  The same students also agreed the university community utilized 
campus police to solve problems and address their concerns.  The results appeared to show while 
utilization did not appear to be dependent upon confidence; there was no evidence to show 
students were actually utilizing campus police.   
 Within the literature, there were contradictory findings in how gender appeared to affect 
attitudes towards police.  Some research indicated women appeared to have less confidence in 
police than men (Hurst & Frank, 2000; Ren et al., 2004) while other research determined women 
were more likely than men to perceive police in a more positive manner (Elmo & Reicher, 1987; 
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Reisig & Giacomazzi, 1998).  Other research found that men were more likely to utilize police if 
they needed assistance (Avakame et al., 1999).   
 According to earlier research, gender had no significant effect on attitudes towards police 
(Davis, 1990; Rigby, Schofield, & Slee, 1987).  The results of the research suggested that gender 
did not have a significant effect on the probability of utilizing campus police.  Overall, there 
were no significant findings in the present study between any of the utilization variables (util, 
utsrv, utcam, vicus, and comut) and gender.  Therefore, it suggests male and female students 
were equally likely to utilize campus police or its resources.  However, those same students also 
stated they had not utilized campus police at all.   
 Student confidence and utilization in the police should be a concern because research has 
consistently revealed a disparity in levels of trust between minority and Caucasian citizens 
(Schuman et al., 1997).  The literature showed minorities, especially Blacks or African 
Americans, were more critical of law enforcement and less confident in police than Caucasians 
(Jefferson & Walker, 1993; Tyler, 2002).  As for the overall criminal justice system (along 
multiple measures), Caucasians expressed higher levels of confidence than African Americans 
and other ethnic/racial groups (Sherman, 2002).  One study found 63 percent of Caucasians 
compared to 31 percent of other citizens expressed confidence in police (Tyler, 2005).  In 
addition, the literature also indicated those residing in African American neighborhoods felt they 
received poorer treatment by police (Samson & Bartusch, 1998; Weitzer, 2000).  Moreover, 
minority students were more likely to express unfavorable attitudes towards police than 
Caucasian students (Mirande, 1980), which could lend itself to minority citizens not calling 
police if they needed assistance.   
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 The present study’s research results appeared to follow previous literature in minority 
students were less likely to utilize police than Caucasian students in the probability model.  
Sampson & Bartusch (1998) found Asians held less- favorable views of police.  In other findings, 
Black or African American students and ‘Other’ students were less likely to utilize campus 
police if they were victims of crime or needed assistance.  These findings were more consistent 
with the literature in that minorities believe they were treated harsher by police than Caucasian 
citizens and therefore, were less likely to call police (utilization) (Weitzer, 2000).   
 The research study utilized the dependent utilization variables (util, utsrv, utcam, vicus, 
comut) and the dependent confidence variables (conad, conpr, conhl, concal, condu), along with 
independent variables (gender, ethnic/racial background, living location).  In conclusion, the 
findings indicated that student utilization did not appear to be dependent upon confidence in 
campus police.  However, based upon survey responses, it also appeared that those same students 
had not utilized campus law enforcement or services to any significant extent.  Other findings 
from this study indicated there was no significant effect on the probability of utilizing campus 
police between men and women, suggesting that gender does not appear to have a significant 
effect on utilization of campus police.  Across the probability models for ethnic/racial 
background and utilization of campus police, students of color were overall less likely to utilize 
campus police than Caucasian students.  While living location does have an effect on the 
probability of utilizing campus police, the results were not surprising.  The results confirmed that 
students living in university housing were more likely to utilize campus police than those living 
in other locations.  However, jurisdictional issues could explain this- in that campus police only 
patrol university housing and university-affiliated housing.     
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Implications for Practice 
The results yielded findings along several lines.  As discussed, student utilization did not 
appear to be dependent upon confidence in campus police.  It also appeared those same students 
had not utilized campus law enforcement or services to any significant extent.  There did not 
seem to be a significant effect on the probability of utilizing campus police between men and 
women.  This suggested that gender does not appear to have a significant effect on utilization of 
campus police.  Students of color were overall less likely to utilize campus police than Caucasian 
students and students living in university housing were more likely to utilize campus police than 
those in other living locations.  Based on these study findings, there are several implications for 
practice within the university campus police.   
First, it is important that the campus police begin to create positive interactions with 
students.  Research has revealed that early contacts with social agencies such as the police 
affected future decisions to utilize them (Keane, Gillis, & Hagan, 1989).  Campus police is 
encouraged to utilize the tenets of community-oriented policing, where there is a shared sense of 
responsibility between police and the university community for social control, order 
maintenance, and crime prevention (Kelling & Moore, 1988).  Community-oriented policing 
brings with it a re-emphasis of Sir Robert Peel’s philosophy, specifically that police and the 
public have similar concerns and goals and police are a part of the public-not separate from it 
(nor should police separate itself from the public) (Braiden, 1986).  Following this line of 
thinking, campus police should do more to educate students about the many resources it has, 
which are unrelated to crime prevention or social control, such as property registration, safety-
escort services, and women’s self-defense.  Instead these are services provided by campus police 
as a continuation of the university ideals.   
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Campus police should also educate students to know when to contact police, for services 
as well as for utilization in the reporting of a crime or another social control reason.  This can be 
done in any number of ways, such as workshops and programs, designed and implemented by 
campus police, so that interactions can be both positive and educational.  This can also be done 
not just for students, but also for members of the greater university community, including faculty 
and staff.  If campus police showcase services such as its fingerprinting services, traffic and 
motorcycle classes, and women’s self-defense, perhaps the university community would be more 
willing to utilize the campus police.  These interactions could create positive perceptions of 
police while also providing an opportunity for community members to see police in a more 
respectful and positive light.  Teaching students when to contact police would also aid in 
educating them when it is not-thereby managing the expectations of students and the greater 
university community.   
There is a significant amount of research that discusses the many nuances of interactions 
(both verbal and non-verbal) between citizens and police.  Therefore, police should engage in 
specialized training to learn these techniques (not law enforcement techniques), but more in 
dealing with citizens on a day-to-day basis.  Along similar lines, based on the findings, the 
research identified that students of color are less likely to utilize police than Caucasian students.  
Therefore, campus police should also receive specialized training when dealing with minority 
students and populations to help foster a more inclusive community.  Additionally, since Asian 
students were the least likely to utilize police among all the ethnic groups, specialized training 
should include more about the Asian community.  In training campus police, elements should 
include discussion as to why Asian students were the least likely to utilize police and devise 
ways to engage them to utilize campus police and police services.  In order to manage citizen 
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expectations, the public should be educated on how to effectively deal with law enforcement 
during interactions, i.e. during traffic stops, when dialing 911, when making contact with police, 
etc.  
The benefit of more positive interactions between campus police and students is that it 
could lead to less contentious interactions when there is student-police contact, especially during 
forced police contact (during traffic stops, crime control, etc).  A more respectful and positive 
attitude of police could also aid in preventing routine student-police contacts from escalating into 
something more grave.  It could also assist police in the investigation and prevention of crime.  If 
students had more positive interactions with police, it might make them comfortable and willing 
in coming forward with information i.e. during investigations, as witnesses or to report crimes, 
thereby helping police in creating a more positive, safer community.   
Recommendations for Future Research 
 Based upon what was learned in this research study, there are several recommendations 
for future research.  They were identified as such: 
1. Findings concerning Asian students were significant in that they were less likely to utilize 
the police across several dependent variables (utsvr, utcam, comut) than other groups.  
While there is an abundance of literature that addresses the racial disparity among 
ethnic/racial groups and their attitudes towards law enforcement, a review of the 
literature demonstrated there was not significant research, specifically focusing on the 
Asian population and their attitudes towards law enforcement.  Further research should 
be done to determine the factors that may explain why Asians, or specific to this research, 
why Asian college students were less likely to utilize services provided by campus police 
than Caucasian students, less likely to utilize campus police while on the university’s 
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campus and less likely to think that the university community utilized campus police to 
solve problems and concerns.  Another aspect of this research should also include 
language and cultural barriers and how they affect interactions with police.   
2. Another area for future research is to examine how age may affect the attitudes that 
college students have towards police, specifically within the traditional college age of 18-
22.  In the demographic data that was collected on the survey participants, 77.9 percent 
(N=306) were between the ages of 18-22 and 17 percent (N=67) were between the ages 
of 23-77, which shows that a large percentage of the survey participants were young in 
age.  The relationship between age and attitude towards police has been documented, but 
a literature review did not contain significant findings on the attitudes of college students 
(at the traditional college age) and generally revealed data on older individuals. 
3. If students are confident in campus police, why are they not utilizing them?  The research 
findings in hypothesis one appeared to indicate the development of a theme, the concepts 
of actual use versus the hypothetical use of law enforcement.  The most prominent 
finding in hypothesis one was that student utilization did not appear to be dependent upon 
confidence in police.  However, based upon survey responses, it also appeared that those 
same students had not utilized campus law enforcement or services to any significant 
extent.  The findings of this work stated that students would utilize campus police if
4. To make the findings more generalizable, the study should be replicated to include other 
public universities with varying student populations and in urban, suburban, and rural 
areas. 
 they 
were victims of crime/needed assistance.  Research should be conducted to determine 
why students are not utilizing police or its resources and services. 
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5. Does the type of crime affect the utilization of campus law enforcement by students? 
6. Does the university studied differ from other state universities of a similar student 
population and research classification? 
7. Would perceptions and attitudes of campus law enforcement differ between public and 
private educational institutions? 
8. Does the socioeconomic status of the student affect attitudes towards campus law 
enforcement as well as confidence and utilization? 
9. Does parental socioeconomic status affect attitudes towards campus law enforcement as 
well as confidence and utilization? 
10. Does the class standing of the student affect their attitudes towards campus law 
enforcement?  In the demographic description, the sample population was comprised of 
seniors (36.6 percent); juniors (33.3 percent); sophomores (14.0 percent); freshmen (7.9 
percent); and graduate students (7.4 percent).  Also included in the population should be 
students classified as ‘first time in college’ (FTIC) to ensure all students were 
represented.     
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Student attitudes towards campus law enforcement:  
Exploring issues of confidence and utilization 
Primary investigator: Vivian Ortiz 
 
My name is Vivian Ortiz. I am a doctoral student here at the University of Central Florida.  I am currently 
in the process of conducting the research for my dissertation and I invite you to participate in this project. 
 
I would greatly appreciate your taking 5-10 minutes
 
 from your already busy schedule to complete this 21-
question survey. Your participation is voluntary and your responses are anonymous. No one will be able 
to identify you from your survey responses. Please note that the anonymous format of this survey limits 
my ability to honor requests to revoke consent, as I will not be able to match responses with individual 
participants. 
I appreciate your time and consideration.  Thank you so much. 
 
NOTE: If you are under the age of 18, please do not complete a survey, as it requires parental consent.  If 
you have taken this survey in another class, please do not complete it again.   
  N
EV
ER
 
  A
LM
O
ST
   
  N
EV
ER
 
SO
M
ET
IM
ES
 
O
FT
EN
 
A
LW
A
Y
S 
Based on your experiences, please choose ONE
1. I have been stopped by UCF Police while driv ing or 
walking on campus. 
 response for every question. 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
  5 
2. A car or motorcycle in which I have been rid ing in 
has been stopped by UCF Police on campus. 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
  5 
3. I have utilized the UCF police by reporting a crime. 
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
  5 
4. I am confident the UCF Police would assist me about 
problems or concerns, which pertain to UCF. 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
  5 
5. I am confident UCF Police address problems or 
concerns that affect the UCF community.      
 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
  5 
6. The UCF community (staff, students, faculty) 
utilizes the UCF Police to solve problems or concerns 
that pertain to UCF. 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
  5  
7. I am confident that the UCF Police are helpfu l to 
victims of crimes. 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
  5 
8. If I was a victim of crime or needed assistance on 
campus, I would utilize the UCF po lice. 
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
  5 
9. I am confident that calling the UCF Police in an 
emergency on campus might help me. 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
  5 
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10. I have confidence in the UCF Police to carry out 
their duties. 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
  5 
 
11. I have utilized the services provided by the UCF 
Police (Vict ims Serv ices, SEPS). 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
  5 
 
12. I have utilized the UCF Police while on campus.    
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
  5 
 
Tell us a little about yourself.   Please circle or underline your answers
13. How old are you?  Please specify age [____________] 
: 
14. What is your gender? [Male]        [Female] 
15. Racial background:  [White]        [Black or African American]    
[American Indian or Alaskan Native]        [Asian]            
[Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander]                 
[Hispanic or Latino]         [Other_____________________] 
16. Class standing:  [Freshman]  [Sophomore]  [Junior]  [Senior]  [Graduate] 
17. Enrollment status:  [Full- time] [Part-time] 
18. What do you consider yourself?  [Financially independent]     [Financially dependent] 
19. If you are financially independent, please specify your yearly income [$__________] 
20. If you are financially dependent, please specify the yearly amount [$____________] 
 
21. Where do you live? [UCF housing-Main Campus>Apollo, Libra, Lake Claire, 
Hercules, Nike, Towers] 
 
[UCF Affiliated>Pegasus Landing; Pegasus Pointe; Rosen] 
 
[Off campus housing] 
 
[At home with family] 
 
Other_____________________]
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[sent to each UCF professor for permission] 
 
 
Hello Professor XXXX,  
 
My name is Vivian Ortiz and I am a doctoral student in the College of Health and Public Affairs 
at the University of Central Florida.  I am conducting research for my dissertation and I invite 
you to participate in this project.  
 
Your class has been chosen in a random sample to survey students about their attitudes towards 
campus law enforcement in the areas of confidence and utilization.  
 
I am asking if at any time in the next 2 weeks, I could use some of your class time to implement 
my 21-question survey.  It is a quick survey and should only take about 10-15 minutes or less to 
conduct.   
 
If it is possible for me to survey your class, please let me know and I will make arrangements.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration of my request. 
 
Vivian Ortiz 
Doctoral Student, COHPA 
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Student attitudes towards campus law enforcement:  
Exploring issues of confidence and utilization 
 
Primary investigator: Vivian Ortiz 
 
 
This study is being conducted as part of a doctoral research dissertation.  The goal is to measure 
student attitudes towards campus law enforcement regarding issues of confidence and utilization.  
Your participation in this survey is voluntary.  You need not participate if you do not want to. To 
insure that your identity remains anonymous, we ask that you not write your name or any 
identifying information on the survey.  Lastly, we cannot offer any financial incentive (or other 
form of compensation) to your agreement to participate.  The University of Central Florida’s 
Institutional Review Board has approved this study.  We certainly hope that you participate and 
we thank you for your time and consideration.    
 
NOTE: If you are under the age of 18, please do not complete a survey, as it requires parental 
consent to use it in the results. 
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UTILIZATION VARIABLES  
  
 134 
 
   Joint Test 
Variable    Pr(Skewness) Pr(Kurtosis) Adj chi2(2) Prob>chi2 
conpr      0.004 0.330 8.52 0.0141 
conad  0.000 0.565 11.46 0.0032 
conhl        0.000 0.734 15.99 0.0003 
concal        0.000 0.800 23.12 0.0000 
condu        0.000 0.268 20.52 0.0000 
util     0.000 0.059 56.70 0.0000 
utsrv        0.000 0.414 40.82 0.0000 
utcam        0.000 0.012 35.97 0.0000 
vicus        0.000 0.283 37.95 0.0000 
comut 0.559 0.690 0.50 0.7771 
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